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ABSTRACT 
 
A study of the available literature on Workplace Well-being, Positive Organisational 
Capital and Workplace Trust revealed that enormous potential existed for further 
research. This is a relatively new field with limited literature and research evidence 
available. It became very clear from the beginning that the relationships between 
these constructs could successfully be researched. 
 
It was therefore decided to embark on an academic research journey in order to 
contribute to the existing knowledge available on these constructs within the South 
African business scenario. This quantitative research was used to obtain more 
clarity about the relationships between the three constructs and to gather the 
responses from the research population. This research group consisted of 228 
managers from the manufacturing operation of a motor vehicle production company 
and 224 managers from their National Dealership network. The research sample 
consisted of 452 managers.  
 
Three questionnaires were integrated to develop the composite Workplace Well-
being Questionnaire and consisted of i) Workplace Well-being questionnaire 
developed by Parker and Hyett (2011), ii) PSYCAP Questionnaire developed by 
Luthans, Youssef and Avolio (2007), and iii) Workplace Trust Survey developed by 
Ferres (2001). The managers (n = 452) responded to a 91–item electronic 
questionnaire.  Seven research questions were formulated and covered areas such 
as: 
• The content, validity and portability of the measuring instruments 
• The configuration of the various constructs 
• Relationships between some of the variables 
• The effect of demographical data on the research variables and 
• The building of a research model. 
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The content and the structure of the measuring instruments were assessed by 
means of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Exploratory Factor Analyses 
(EFA). These assessments showed that the original measuring instruments are not 
portable to a culture which is different to the one where they were originally 
developed. 
  
The relationships between the variables were determined by: 
• Pearson product moment correlation 
• Multiple Regression co-efficient 
• ANOVA and Cohen’s d Test 
 
The relationship between aspects of Workplace Well-being (Job satisfaction) and 
trust is a significant finding; so are some aspects of PSYCAP (sense of achievement 
and optimism) and Trust and Well-being. Trust has shown a definite relationship 
with Work- place well-being. 
 
A structural equation model was built to test the relationships between the elements 
of Workplace Well-being, PSYCAP and Workplace Trust. No satisfactory fit of the 
model on the data was obtained, although strong correlations between some of the 
variables existed.   
 
The significance of the findings of this study and the contribution that it makes to the 
existing theory is seen in the importance of the portability of measuring instruments. 
Recommendations in this regard have been made in Chapter 5.  Various findings 
have also highlighted the relationships between Workplace Well-being, PSYCAP 
and Work-place Trust. The importance of future research topics has been 
recommended and a proposal has been made to consider a longitudinal well-being 
research study. 
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Keep your thoughts positive because your thoughts become your 
words. 
 
Keep your words positive because your words become your behaviors. 
 
Keep your behaviors positive because your behaviors become your 
habits. 
 
Keep your habits positive because your habits become your values. 
 
Keep your values positive because your values become your destiny. 
 
Gandhi 
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1 
 
CHAPTER 1 
 
THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 
 
1.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides the background of the proposed study, which includes a 
summary of the research constructs of Workplace Well-being (WPWB), 
psychological capital (PSYCAP) and workplace trust (WPT). 
 
It provides a general introduction to the context of the research study, exploring 
the postulated relationships between the dependent construct of WPWB and the 
independent constructs of PSYCAP and WPT. The chapter begins by providing 
an overview of these constructs.  There is an exploration of the field of positive 
psychology, which includes a summary of positive organisational scholarship 
(POS), positive organisational behaviour (POB) and the independent construct of 
PSYCAP. Furthermore, the chapter also provides an overview of the independent 
construct of WPT. This is followed by the aims and objectives of the study. 
Thereafter, the benefits of the study are identified as well as the methodology 
employed.  
 
1.2 Problem statement and background to the proposed study 
Globalisation has put worldwide pressures on the leadership structures of 
organisations. Business leaders and managers have to continuously improve 
their performance because the playing field has been elevated to a performance 
level that requires all role players to be the best ‘in the world’. This also refers to 
their ability to excel in managing their human resources.  
 
When the economic bubble burst following the 1990’s boom economy, its effects 
spread across the world like oil from a tanker ship. It seemed like everything in 
the path of the effluents became tainted. It seems as if seasoned organisational 
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leaders had to adjust their leadership styles in order to survive these challenges. 
Some of them successfully conquered the economic storms and others did not. 
As a result of this dilemma, questions are being asked about the work place well-
being of managers and leaders in business. They want to know to what extent 
their well-being is influenced by their PSYCAP and workplace trust levels. Within 
the South African context, many political and socio-economic pressures are 
being placed on organisations to adhere to the advancement of previously 
disadvantaged South Africans. In many respects, organisations feel that they are 
not coping; they experience high stress levels and they battle to achieve 
developmental targets for their managerial ranks. 
 
Meeting the challenge of effectively managing their human resources requires 
new paradigms and new management approaches. Luthans and Youssef (2007) 
believe the answer lies in a newly emerging view that a competitive advantage 
will be achieved through people. Organisations should seriously focus on the 
investment in and development of the psychological capital of their employees.  
 
It is argued by Migliore and Horton DeClouette, (2011) that workplace trust is 
crucial for the twenty-first-century leader to function effectively and for the 
organisation to achieve success. Trust is essential to having healthy inter-
relational dynamics in an organisation and trust provides the conditions to obtain 
certain business outcomes (Migliore & Horton DeClouette, 2011).  
 
The well-being of employees is in the best interest of the society, communities 
and of organisations. An individual spends a significant part of their working life in 
the workplace which affects his or her well-being. Harter, Schmidt and Keyes, 
(2002) posit that the average adult spends as much as a quarter of his or her 
waking life at work. Furthermore, the well-being of employees is also in the best 
interest of employers who spend substantial resources hiring employees and 
trying to generate products, profits and maintaining loyal customers. 
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As it is now possible to identify the Psychological Capital of the workforce, as well 
as their level of trust in the organisation, business executives now have access to 
additional information regarding the well-being of their workforce.  
 
The author is of the view that no empirical research has been published in South 
Africa on the relationship of WPWB, PSYCAP and WPT. In this research an 
attempt will be made to confirm that relationships do exist between the 
dependent construct of Workplace Well-being and the independent constructs of 
PSYCAP and Workplace Trust. 
 
1.3 Work place well-being  
Organisations are becoming more aware of issues related to employee wellness 
or (psychological) work place well-being (Hooper, 2004).  There is also an 
increased public interest in integrating wellness activities with employer’s 
responsibilities. Sieberhagen, Pienaar and Els, (2011) state that there is a move 
towards healthier workplaces and that empowered employees mirror trends of 
positive psychological states and work- place well-being.  
 
An employee’s work environment influences the levels of both his and her work 
performance and well-being. As noted by Russel (2008), creating a positive work 
environment should have a positive impact on the employee’s work performance 
and well-being. 
 
The well-being perspective is specifically applicable to business. As managers 
and employees try to satisfy their needs in the work place, they may increase the 
opportunity for the success of the organisation. Russel (2008) states that 
workplaces with engaged employees have higher employee retention rates and 
are financially productive and profitable.  
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The interest of this research study focuses on how PSYCAP (hope, self-efficacy, 
resilience and optimism) and WPT influence the work place well-being of 
managers.   
 
An attempt will be made to establish whether relationships exist between the 
dependent construct of work place well-being and the independent constructs 
PSYCAP and WPT.  
 
1.4 The Introduction of Positive Psychology 
Positive psychology, although a relatively new focus on the positive in 
organisations, though still emerging, can arguably be traced back to two theories 
of modern management thinking. In 1960 Douglas McGregor published his 
timeless classic, The Human Side of Enterprise, introducing the distinction 
between his Theory X and Theory Y. Theory X represents the view that 
employees need to be forced to work and Theory Y represents the view that 
employees are self-motivated and self-directed to work (McGregor, 1960).  
 
Seven years later, Peter Drucker argued in his book, The Effective Executive, 
that to make strength productive is the unique purpose of the organisation.  We 
are only now beginning to see, some 40 years later, that making strength 
productive should be the fundamental role of Human Resources practitioners in 
organisations (Ulrich, 2008). Human Resource professionals have abundant 
opportunities to use their own strengths in the identification, engagement and 
mobilization of the strengths of others in the organisation.  
 
The field of positive psychology was christened in 1998 as one of the initiatives of 
Martin Seligman in his role as president of the American Psychological 
Association (Peterson and Seligman, 2003).  After World War II psychology 
became a science largely devoted to healing. Psychologists spent most of their 
time focusing on what is wrong with the patient or employee. They concentrated 
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most of their time on repairing damage and therefore neglected the idea of a 
fulfilled individual and a thriving community. 
 
Positive psychology proposes that the time has arrived to correct the imbalance 
between the negative and positive approach and to challenge the assumptions of 
the disease model, i.e. positive psychology calls for as much focus on strengths, 
as much interest in building the best things in life as in repairing the worst, and 
attention on fulfilling the lives of healthy people (Seligman & Csikzentmihalyi, 
2000). 
 
Seligman (2005) states that this approach to treatment neglects the possibility 
that building strengths is the most potent weapon in the arsenal of therapy. The 
main aim of Positive Psychology is therefore to move away from being pre-
occupied with only repairing the worst things in life, but also building the best 
qualities in life. Seligman (2005) further suggests that in order to redress the 
imbalances of the past, researchers should bring the building of strengths to the 
forefront.  
 
1.5 Positive Psychology – a new focus influenced by the past 
Seligman (2008, p. 4) suggests that: 
often psychologists accept that the absence of disease is 
often taken to be the equivalent of health.   
 
He is of the view that psychology had done well to address mental illnesses such 
as suffering, depression, anxiety and substance abuse. According to Seligman 
(2008, p.4) the converse is true because psychology had done poorly with mental 
health.  Very little attention was invested in positive emotions, positive 
relationships, positive successes and positive accomplishments.   
 
When nations are peaceful, satisfied, wealthy and harmonious they ask, not just 
about removing the disabling conditions of life, but about creating the enabling 
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and ennobling conditions of life (Guha, 2009). Positive psychology claims neither 
discovery nor monopoly of positivity. It is only a shift and re-emphasis that may 
necessitate a different lens or perspective (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). 
 
The overarching message of positive psychology is that it is not the study of 
weaknesses alone but it is also the study of strength and virtue. Seligman (2005, 
p. 5) summarizes the future objective of positive psychology as: 
Psychology is not just about illness or health; it is also about work, 
education, love, growth, and play. And in this quest for what is 
best, positive psychology does not rely on wishful thinking, self-
deception, or hand waving; instead it tries to adapt what is best in 
the scientific method to the unique problems the human presents 
in all its complexity. 
 
Furthermore, since the beginning of psychology as a science, three objectives 
were stated: repair psychological damage, prevent psychological damage, and 
build psychological strengths in people (Linley, Joseph, & Wood, 2006).  For too 
long the emphasis was placed on the negative impact of dysfunctional behaviour 
in organisations and employees. This pathogenic perspective, according to 
Coetzee and Cilliers (2001) is gradually being replaced by a positive approach to 
both psychology and organisational behaviour.  It was Martin Seligman who 
stated in 2000, that the time has arrived that psychologists should focus on how 
they could further improve good behaviour to become extraordinary (Luthans et 
al., 2010). 
 
Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) were of the view that people thought that 
psychology would never look beyond the victim, the underdog, and the remedial, 
but suggested that the time was finally right for positive psychology. They further 
stated that: 
We well recognise that positive psychology is not a new idea. It 
has many distinguished ancestors, and we make no claim of 
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originality. However, these ancestors somehow failed to attract a 
cumulative, empirical body of research to ground their ideas. 
(Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p.13). 
 
1.6 Origin and Definition of Positive Organisational Scholarship (POS) 
Cameron and his associates launched Positive Organisational Scholarship (POS) 
in 2003 in response to the request made by Martin Seligman at the APA meeting 
in 2000. Psychologists were asked to re-focus their attention on the positive 
outcomes in human behaviour in organisations. 
 
POS is defined as the study of especially positive outcomes, organisational 
processes, and attributes of organisations and the employees (Cameron, Dutton 
and Quinn, 2003). POS highlights the interactions and dynamics between people 
that can be described as abundance, resilience, virtuousness, excellence, 
thriving and flourishing. POS puts an increased emphasis on ideas of “goodness” 
and positive human potential.  
 
1.6.1 Focus of POS 
Cameron et al. (2003) state that POS differs from the traditional organisational 
studies in that POS focuses on and seeks to understand what represents the 
very best of the human condition. POS focuses predominantly on the positive 
outcomes of human behaviour at the organisational level of businesses.  
 
1.7 Origin and Definition of Positive Organisational Behaviour (POB) 
When Cameron launched his positive psychology focus at the organisational 
level, Luthans researched and developed POB at the individual level. POS and 
POB are clearly complementary in design and application. 
 
 In addition to positivity, POB must also meet the following criteria: a) the content 
and capacity must be theory and research based and b) the capacity must also 
be open to change and development and have a demonstrated performance 
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impact (Luthans, 2002a; Youseff and Luthans, 2007). Emphasis must therefore 
be placed on the growth and development of strengths to the benefit of the 
society. Without such a developmental approach, improvements that are focused 
on positive outcomes in both individual and organisational performance cannot 
be achieved. POB focuses predominantly on the individual level within the 
organisational context. 
 
1.8 Constructs and Variables included in this research study 
One dependent construct (with 4 variables) and two independent constructs (with 
a total of 7 variables) have been identified for research purposes in the present 
study. Table 1.1 provides a detailed breakdown of the 11 research variables in 
this study. 
 
Table 1.1 Research variables (Dependent and Independent) 
1.  Dependent Construct Research variables 
A 
Strategic construct of 
Workplace Well-being 
1 Work satisfaction 
2 Organisational respect of the employee 
3 Employer Care 
4 Intrusion of work into private life 
2.  Independent Construct Research variables 
B 
Strategic construct of 
Psychological Capital 
1 Self efficacy 
2 Hope 
3 Resilience 
4 Optimism 
C 
Strategic construct of 
Workplace Trust 
1 Trust in the Organisation 
2 Trust in the immediate manager 
3 Trust in the colleague 
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1.9 Psychological Capital (PSYCAP) 
Positive psychological capital (PSYCAP), according to Luthans, Youssef and 
Avolio, (2007), represents positive psychological states that contribute to higher 
levels of effectiveness and flourishing in organisations. They define PSYCAP as 
a positive state of development characterized as hope, self-efficacy, resilience 
and optimism. It has been argued by Law, Wong and Mobley (1998) as cited by 
Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang and Avolio (2009) that PSYCAP can be described as 
a multidimensional construct and that PSYCAP has been identified to account for 
more variance in predicting outcomes when considered as a core construct as 
opposed to each individual component. In this study the focus will be more on the 
combined effect of PSYCAP on the organisational work- place well-being of 
managers in business. PSYCAP is best understood as the shared variance 
between hope, self-efficacy, resilience and optimism (Clapp-Smith, et al., 2009). 
 
1.9.1. Psychological Capital variable of Hope 
Hope is clearly a futuristic component of Psychological Capital and is 
characterized by Snyder and Lopez (2005) as having two dimensions: a) will-
power and b) pathways. Will-power represents the drive that individuals 
experience to accomplish a goal. On the other hand, pathways complement this 
drive by providing psychological resources to find multiple alternative pathways to 
accomplish a desired goal or objective. According to Clapp-Smith et al. (2009), 
high levels of hope are associated with deriving more courses of action to 
accomplish the same goal (pathways), which is associated with achieving goals 
more often. Managers who are high in hope, derive the will-power to execute 
those pathways to success. Thus, higher levels of hope may be related to a 
higher level of Workplace Well-being. 
 
1.9.2 Psychological Capital variable of Self-Efficacy 
Bandura (1997) states that self-efficacy is the positive belief or confidence in 
one’s ability to perform a specific task. Managers high is self-efficacy, perceive 
that they have the ability to take action to modify their working environment to be 
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successful at a given task.  Those individuals higher in PSYCAP are less likely to 
‘give up’ or resign due to failure, expend more effort during task performance and 
are more persistent in that effort until that task is accomplished. The author 
believes that those individuals higher in self-efficacy will be positively related to 
higher levels of organisational well-being.  
 
1.9.3 Psychological Capital variable of Resilience 
Resilience is the ability of the individual or groups to bounce back from adverse 
or stressful situations (Luthans, 2002b). Resiliency is the response to events, 
specifically negative setbacks.  The component of resiliency is reactive rather 
that proactive in nature. When an individual or groups experience a setback in 
achieving a goal or meeting an objective, the extent to which they bounce back 
effectively and quickly, is a function of the maturity level of their level of resiliency 
(Luthans, et al., 2007). Through the mechanism of responding positively to 
setbacks in the workplace, the author expects that resiliency will be positively 
associated with Workplace Well-being of managers in the work place. 
 
1.9.4 Psychological Capital variable of Optimism 
When individuals and groups exhibit optimistic styles of performance, they tend 
to internalize positive events and externalize negative events, resulting in more 
positive expectancies of outcomes (Seligman, 1998). When individuals attribute 
successes to themselves, Clapp-Smith et al. (2009) state that these individuals 
are more likely to spend more energy in creating more successes. Furthermore, 
when optimistic individuals attribute failures to external circumstances (outside 
the self), they are less likely to believe that the failure will be repeated and are 
more willing to repeat attempts that will lead to success. The author expects the 
research results of those individuals who measure higher in optimism, to be 
positively related to their level of work place well-being.  
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1.10 Workplace Trust  
The understanding of how individuals react to managerial and organisational 
actions, and how these reactions ultimately influence organisational 
effectiveness, is of growing importance to society. The definitions of trust differ. A 
widely accepted definition of trust states that it is a psychological state 
comprising the intention to accept the vulnerability based upon positive 
expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another (Migliore & Horton 
DeClouette, 2011). Trust increases when behaviour is in accordance with the 
expectation for how that person should behave.  When behaviour and outcomes 
are not in accordance with expectations, trust decreases.  
 
According to Dirks (2000) more recent reviews and definitions of trust have also 
emphasized the role of risk in defining trust, for without any risk, there is no need 
for trust. Without uncertainty, choices can be rational without any need for risk. 
Wicks, Berman and Jones, (1999, p. 99) regard the essence of the 
aforementioned in a serious light, because they claim that trust involves:  
taking not-so-calculated risks…part of what it is to trust is not to 
have too many thoughts of betrayals.  
 
Instead, they view trust not as a static permanent state of mind but as a dynamic 
and continuously changing variable. Trust cannot be an either/or phenomenon, 
because 
one can trust and distrust people at the same time (Wicks, 
Berman and Jones, 1999, p. 101).  
The scope of this study is within the domain of positive psychology and positive 
organisational behaviour, and will therefore be focusing on positive drivers 
instead of negative inhibitors such as entering into the dysfunctional arena of 
trust or the absence thereof. 
 
The author expects that a high level of trust will positively correlate with a higher 
level of Workplace Well-being.  
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1.11 Workplace Well-being 
Job satisfaction and a positive mood both contribute to the productivity and the 
ultimate profitability of organizations (Diener & Seligman, 2004). Happy 
employees are better organizational citizens than unhappy employees.  Happy 
employees and those with high Workplace Well-being levels change jobs less 
frequently, and they shirk less. Happy employees tend to be in control of their 
situation. The costs of unhappy workers in relation to economic productivity are 
enormous. This is true in the global sense of today’s business activity.  
Gray, Lobao and Martin (2012, p.3) state that: 
 
There is a paradox at the heart of our lives. As Western societies 
have got richer, their people have become no happier. They have 
not been alone in questioning the relationship between economic 
growth and well-being. Theoretically, empirically and politically, 
there is an increasing amount of dissatisfaction with economic 
growth as the main indicator of well-being. As part of this 
dissatisfaction, there is a renewed interest in analyzing the 
institutions and conventions through which the economy and 
society are measured and understood. 
 
It is the intention of the author to develop a Workplace Well-being model 
that can be used to assess the psychological capital and workplace trust 
levels of managers, with the view to develop a happier cadre of 
managers with higher Workplace Well-being levels. 
 
In an economy of life satisfaction, work should no longer be considered 
something to be endured in order to obtain income, but rather should be 
considered a potentially rewarding experience in its own right. When the 
workplace is properly structured to increase well-being, profits will likely rise. 
Thus, well-being at work not only is desirable as an end in itself, but also can 
help to produce greater economic productivity (Diener & Seligman, 2004). 
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1.11.1 The changing nature of the Workplace 
Cooper (2009) states that the change in the twenty-first-century workplace is 
dramatic. The impact of this on individual, organisational and societal health has 
been profound.  
 
The 1980s saw the birth of the ‘enterprise culture’. The public sector began to 
privatise, cross-national mergers and acquisitions were taking place and we 
started to see the beginnings of the process of changing the nature of the 
employment (psychological) contract between the organisation and the 
employee.   
 
The ‘short term contract’-culture followed in the 1990s and for the first half of the 
first decade of the 2000s. Cooper (2009, p. 270) identifies the following business 
interventions which took place during this period: 
• Intrinsic job insecurity 
• Outsourcing of labour 
• Major organisational restructuring 
• Long-hours working environments 
• and ‘bottom-line’ management styles 
 
All these interventions plus ‘going global’ started to have an adverse impact on 
employee health and well-being and on employees’ level of motivation, morale, 
loyalty and the like.   
 
Within the South African work place scenario, the added burdens of the 
employment requirements of affirmative action, places an additional load and 
stress on individuals who are currently targets of this labour legislation. 
 
Two distinct views of well-being are prevalent in the field. The differences are 
reflected in Table 1.2 below. 
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Table 1.2 The main differences between Subjective and Psychological Well-being 
 (Imamoğlu & Beydoğan, 2011). 
Conceptualisation of Well-being 
A.  Subjective Well-being (SWB) or 
Hedonic Well-being 
B.  Psychological Well-being (PWB) 
or Eudaemonic Well-being 
• Equalises well-being with life 
satisfaction 
• Focuses on employees’ 
psychological growth and 
flourishing. 
• Pleasant affect • Self acceptance 
• Low levels of unpleasant affect • Positive relations with others 
• Broadly concerned with 
“happiness” and “satisfaction” 
• Personal growth 
• Emotional well-being • Purpose in life 
 • Environmental mastery 
 • Autonomy 
 
The following 4 variables will constitute the Workplace Well-being construct in 
this research study: 
 
1. Job satisfaction (Hedonic) 
2. Organisational respect for the employee (Eudaemonic) 
3. Employer Care (Eudaemonic) 
4. Intrusion of work into private life (Eudaemonic) 
 
In the current study, the author used elements of both the hedonic and 
eudaemonic indicators of well-being, because both are highly correlated but 
remain two separate constructs. (Imamoglu & Beydogan, 2011, p. 269). 
 
Shier and Graham (2010, p.402) have found that subjective well-being is being 
influenced by: 
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• The characteristics (physical, cultural and systemic) of the work 
environment.  
• Interrelationships at work with clients, managers and colleagues. 
• Specific aspects of the job which includes factors associated with 
both workload and the type of work. 
 
1.11.2 Well-being and the Future 
Russell (2008, p.120) is of the view that the pattern is consistent. Well-being is 
associated with good success in the workplace.  
 
Happy workers are productive, satisfied workers and their 
positive affect is associated with good org anisational citizenship, 
good relations with coworkers, and improved conflict resolution. 
 
As managers and employees try to satisfy basic human needs in the workplace 
they may increase the opportunity for the success of the organization. Russel  
(2008, p.117) believes that organisations with engaged employees with higher 
levels of well-being employees, on average, do a better job of keeping 
employees, satisfying customers, and being financially productive and profitable.  
Workplace Well-being and performance are not independent. 
Rather, they are complementary and dependent components 
of a financially and psychologically healthy workplace.  
 
The author expects that a high level of Workplace Well-being will positively 
correlate with PSYCAP and work place trust. 
 
1.12 Aim of the present research 
The primary aim of the study is to investigate whether significant relationships 
exist between the Workplace Well-being (i.e. work satisfaction, organisational 
respect for the employee, employee care and Intrusion of work into private life), 
positive organisational behavioural variables which form PSYCAP, (namely hope, 
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self-efficacy, resilience and optimism) and workplace trust ( i.e. trust in the 
organisation, trust in the immediate manager and trust in the co-workers / 
colleagues) of managers in the automotive industry in South Africa. In summary, 
the primary aim of the proposed research study is to investigate whether 
relationships exist between a) Workplace Well-being, b) Psychological Capital 
and c) workplace trust of managers in the South African automobile industry. 
 
The secondary aims of this research study are: 
• To contribute to the knowledge of Workplace Well-being amongst 
managers in the automotive industry. 
• To establish which PSYCAP and workplace trust variables are contributory 
factors to work place well-being amongst managers. 
• To identify the PSYCAP and workplace trust variables that predict the 
Workplace Well-being of managers and the necessary conditions required 
to assist and develop managers to become extraordinary. 
• To create a Workplace Well-being model that will contribute to the body of 
knowledge about leadership and Workplace Well-being. 
 
This research is expected to contribute to the existing understanding of 
Workplace Well-being and specifically in terms of the following: 
• No previous research study investigating the relationships between the 
identified constructs has been conducted. 
• Psychological Capital constructs within the South African business 
environment have not yet been integrated into understanding Workplace 
Well-being. 
 
1.13 Research Problem 
In the proposed study, the Workplace Well-being of senior and junior managers 
in the automotive industry will be researched in order to investigate, analyse and 
understand the relationship between their level of Workplace Well-being, the 
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composite and individual psychological capital variables and workplace trust 
levels.  According to Diener, Lucas, and Oishi (2005), subjective well-being is 
defined as a person’s cognitive and affective evaluations of his or her life. These 
evaluations include emotional reactions to events as well as cognitive judgments 
of satisfaction and fulfillment. 
 
1.14 Research settings 
The research will be conducted at an automobile manufacturer in South Africa 
and will predominantly be focusing on the Workplace Well-being of the 
management structures of a) the company and b) their Dealership network in 
South Africa.  These Management levels include the following organisational 
structure levels:  Level 1: Director, Level 2: Divisional Managers, Level 3:  
Managers, and Level 4: Supervisors. 
 
1.15 The Outline of the proposed study 
Chapter 2 will be focusing on the literature review and will mainly concentrate on 
the definition of the constructs used in this study. The strategic constructs of 
Workplace Well-being, psychological capital and organisational trust will be 
explored and described. Previous research conducted on these constructs is also 
discussed. The research propositions are stated and the proposed theoretical 
Workplace Well-being model is presented. Chapter 3 describes the research 
methodology used in this study. These include descriptive statistics, exploratory 
and confirmatory factor analysis, correlation analysis, multiple regression 
analysis and structural equation modeling.  In Chapter 4 the results of the 
quantitative data analysis, including the obtained factor structures for each of the 
respective constructs, will be presented. Chapter 5 will present the interpretation 
and the discussion of the research findings and any linkages that might exist with 
the research propositions stated in Chapter 2. The limitations of the study and 
recommendations for future research are also discussed. 
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1.16 Methodology of the study 
In this section the author will provide an overview of the methodology that has 
been used to conduct the research. 
 
1.16.1 Survey research 
The empirical research was conducted on the management structure of an 
automotive manufacturing concern and the Dealership network of the 
organisation. Electronic questionnaires were administered via the Human 
Resources Department of the research organisation.  Upon completion, the 
questionnaires were submitted to the centralized server of the local university. On 
the deadline date, all the questionnaires were collected electronically for 
analyses purposes.  
 
1.16.2 Positivistic Paradigm 
The research will be conducted within the positivistic paradigm as the study can 
be observed empirically and be explained with logical analysis. Therefore, a 
scientific method will be employed in our endeavour to seek the truth. 
 
1.16.3 Quantitative research approach 
The over-arching aim of the study is to ensure that accurate empirical data was 
to be obtained. This data must be interpreted to establish whether the proposed 
research propositions established for this study, could be confidently accepted or 
rejected. 
 
In order to test these propositions, a quantitative research approach was utilized, 
making use of EQS. Quantitative research falls into the category of empirical 
studies. Quantitative modes have been dominant methods of research in social 
science. 
 
Quantitative research describes group tendencies and what research 
respondents tend to do. When a research group is being examined and 
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researched, there will always be reasons for their action and behaviour. At the 
conclusion of the research, a single characteristic is being used to describe what 
generally happens and how the research group typically responds. It is the 
intention and aim of this study to establish whether relationships exist between 
the dependent variable of Workplace Well-being and the two independent 
variables of PSYCAP and workplace trust. 
 
1.17 Testing the Research Model 
In order to test the research model comprehensively, the analysis of co-variance 
structures has been employed. This approach has also been referred to as 
structural equation modeling (SEM).  
 
Hair, Jr., Anderson, Tatham and Black (1998) define SEM as a multivariate 
technique that combines aspects of multiple regression and factor analyses to 
establish a series of interrelated dependence relationships simultaneously. 
Kerlinger and Lee (2002) state that SEM is a highly developed and sophisticated 
conceptual and analytical system used to model and test scientific behavioural 
theories. Hair et al. (1998) state that SEM is distinguished mainly by two 
characteristics: 
1) Estimation of multiple and interrelated dependence relationships and  
2) The ability to represent unobserved concepts in these relationships and 
account for measurement error in the estimation process. 
 
The Workplace Well-being Model will be tested by employing SEM, as it provides 
the researcher with more flexibility than any other multivariate method. SEM 
provides a strong confirmatory test to a series of causal relationships.  
 
1.18 Summary 
This study aims to develop a Workplace Well-being model which could be used 
to assist organisations to develop pro-active strategies and interventions to assist 
them to attain a positive organisational state. This can be achieved by 
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understanding the well-being levels of their management ranks and to what 
extent it is being influenced by PSYCAP and WPT.  
 
PSYCAP and workplace trust have been identified as independent constructs 
that could possibly influence the Workplace Well-being of managers.  The 
dependent Workplace Well-being constructs include job satisfaction, 
organisational respect for the employee, employer care and intrusion of work into 
private life. This study aims to explore and investigate the relationship between 
the dependent and independent constructs with the view to propose suggestions 
to further enhance the Workplace Well-being of organisations.  
 
 21 
 
CHAPTER 2 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Introduction 
The primary aim of this study is to establish whether significant relationships exist 
between the levels of Workplace Well-being, Psychological Capital and 
Workplace Trust of managers in the automotive industry in South Africa.  
 
The literature review begins with an overview of the current literature of 
Workplace Well-being as a dependent construct. Thereafter the construct of 
PSYCAP at work will be discussed, followed by a discussion of each of the 
PSYCAP variables, i.e. hope, self-efficacy, resilience and optimism. Next, a 
discussion on the role of trust in the work- place construct will follow. The chapter 
will also focus on the reasons for undertaking the study and the importance of 
empirical studies of the various constructs will be highlighted.  Lastly, the chapter 
concludes with the research propositions and the proposed theoretical Workplace 
Well-being model designed for this research study.  
 
2.2 The dependent construct of Workplace Well-being (WPWB) 
2.2.1 Definition of Well-being 
The well-being of employees is in the best interest of communities and 
organisations. The workplace is a significant part of an individual’s life which 
affects his or her life as well as the well-being of the community.  The average 
adult spends as much as a quarter of his or her waking life at work. As much as 
20% – 25% of the variation in adult life satisfaction can be accounted for by 
satisfaction with work (Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2002). 
 
According to Dodge, Daly, Huyton and Sanders (2012) the question of how well-
being should be defined still remains largely unresolved, which has given rise to 
vague and overly broad definitions of well-being.  In the past there have been 
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many attempts by researchers to define well-being and in order to understand the 
concept of well-being, it is important to understand what it constitutes.  
 
According to Bradburn (1969) in Dodge, Daly, Huyton and Sanders (2012) there 
should be a distinction between positive and negative affect, and he specifies 
that:  
an individual will be high in psychological well-being to the 
degree to which he has an excess of positive over negative 
affect and will be low in psychological well-being in the degree 
to which negative affect predominates over positive. 
 
More recent work done by Ryff (1989) identified aspects that constitute well-
being. He identified the following aspects of well-being: autonomy, environmental 
mastery, positive relationships with others, purpose in life, realization of potential 
and self-acceptance.  
 
The track record of researching organisational well-being looks bleak. Diener and 
Seligman (2004) are of the view that well-being research is being done 
haphazardly, with different studies assessing different concepts (happiness, 
stress, distress, life satisfaction, or depression) in different ways. They propose 
that a more systematic approach to measurement be adopted. 
 
According to Dodge et al. (2012) researchers have focused on dimensions or 
descriptions of well-being rather than on definitions. Dimensions such as the 
ability to fulfill goals; happiness and life satisfaction have been identified. Dodge 
et al. (2012) propose that well-being should be considered to be a state – a 
condition of a system in which the essential qualities are relatively stable.  
 
According to Diener & Seligman (2004) work-place well-being is a hugely under-
developed phenomenon, but plays an integral role in the profitability / loss of an 
organisation.  Workplace Well-being is not generally defined as an important 
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contributor to the success of an organisation. Diener & Seligman (2004, p. 1) 
define Workplace Well-being as: 
 Peoples’ positive (cognitive and affective) evaluations of their 
lives, including positive emotion, engagement, satisfaction, and 
meaning.    
 
Well-being is a broad concept that includes experiencing pleasant emotions, low 
levels of negative moods, and high life satisfaction. The positive experiences of 
an employee, who is high in well-being, are a core concept of positive 
psychology, because these experiences make life rewarding (Diener, Lucas and 
Oishi, 2005).   
 
According to Mackey and Boxall (2008), employees’ well-being plays a vital role 
in the organisation’s success. A ‘healthy organisation’ is highly competitive in the 
war for talent; seeks to dominate the competition; have excellent working 
relationships with the unions; continuously wants to have extraordinary product 
quality and receive superior client feedback on products and services (Mendes & 
Stander, 2011).  
 
Bakker and Schaufeli (2008) state that the modern organisation places great 
emphasis on the management of human capital. Luthans (2002b) supports this 
view by stating that positive psychology is a more modern and effective 
approach, as it focuses on human strengths. Within the ambit of Workplace Well-
being, a positive organisation focuses on the dynamics that lead to the 
development of human strength, foster vitality and flourishing employees. 
Furthermore, Cameron et al. (2003) state that positive organisations mobilize 
resilience and restoration and cultivate extraordinary individual and organisational 
performance. Their corporate aim is the Workplace Well-being of their 
employees.  
 
 24 
 
Parker and Hyett (2011) describe increased job satisfaction as an indicator of 
higher levels of Workplace Well-being. The well-being of employees is in the best 
interests of organisations, communities and society. The workplace forms a 
significant part of the employee’s life that affects his or her life and the well-being 
of the community and ultimately the society that we live in. According to Harter et 
al. (2002) employees want more than just a stable job with generous retirement 
benefits. They desire greater meaning and personal development from their work 
and see it as a calling, enjoyable, fulfilling and socially useful. 
 
According to Baptiste (2009, p. 602) well-being is multi-faceted. Well-being is 
defined:  
as employee welfare including material conditions, and the 
wider experience of organisational life.  
 
Baptiste (2009) qualifies her definition by stating that well-being also refers to the 
employee’s physical, emotional and psychological needs including issues of 
stress, anxiety, insecurity, exhaustion and depression. Baptiste (2009, p. 602) 
summarises the current situation of well-being as: 
Yet while well-being at work is being promoted as a potential  
avenue for providing meaning and fulfillment at work, the factors 
that foster well-being at work have attracted limited empirical 
research. 
 
This view is supported by Parker and Hyett (2011) who state that there is a lack 
of a single comprehensive measure for assessing Workplace Well-being.   
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2.2.2  RESEARCH on outcomes of WPWB  
 
Table 2.1 Empirical Well-being Research  
Focus of the empirical 
research 
Authors Research samples Research Method Biographical Stats Findings 
1. Subjective well-
being (SWB) in the 
workplace of Social 
Workers 
Shier, M.L. & 
Graham, J.R. 
(2010) 
646 (28.7%) Social 
Workers registered 
with Alberta College of 
Social Workers in 
Canada 
Quantitative and 
Qualitative Research. 
Interviewed the top 13 
respondents 
11 Females & 2 males 
all with university 
degrees 
All 50 years and older  
SWB impacted by: 
1. Characteristics of work 
environment; 
2. Interrelationships at 
work; 
3. Specific aspects of the 
job. 
2. Employee well-
being and Union 
membership 
Macky, K & Boxall, 
P. 
(2009) 
1004 New Zealand 
employees in unionized 
workplaces. 
 
 
 
Random CATI survey 
completed in 2005. 
Telephone interviews of 30 
minutes each. 
 
62.9% were females 
Mean age of 44.4 years 
Average tenure of 5 
years 
Employer size of 10 
plus employees. 
1. Job satisfaction not a 
useful predictor of union 
membership. 
2. Issues related to work 
intensification, stress and 
work-life balance are 
predictors of union 
membership 
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3. Development of a 
holistic wellness model 
for managers in 
tertiary institutions 
 
Botha, P.A & 
Brand, H. 
(2009) 
89 responses (28%) 
from 324 managers 
from two universities in 
South Africa. 
Cross-sectional survey 
within a quantitative 
paradigm. Study employed 
descriptive and inferential 
statistical procedures to 
analyse the quantitative 
data. Used the TWI-A (The 
Testwell Wellness 
Inventory for Adults). 
68.5% were males. 
40.45% employed by 
the academic 
university and 59.55 by 
the university of 
technology. 
Age varied between 35 
and 64 years. 
Majority (40) had 
doctorate degrees. 
Average tenure of 
14.72 years 
 
1.  No significant difference 
between the health risk 
scores and wellness 
behaviour levels of the two 
managerial groups. 
2.  The holistic wellness 
model proposed by the 
authors could serve as a 
theoretical framework for 
future scientific wellness 
behaviour assessments. 
4. Emotional wellness 
and management 
effectiveness. 
Stimie, G. & 
Fouche, C. 
(2004) 
850 employees of a 
Public hospital in South 
Africa participated in 
46 focus groups. 388 
respondents (32%) 
returned 
questionnaires. 
Qualitative and 
quantitative research 
(Gallup Workplace Audit) 
was utilized and the 
triangulation of 
methodology to increase 
the reliability of the data. 
Age varied between 26 
and 40. 68% of 
respondents were 
females. 
Questionnaires 
returned represented 
all organisational levels 
and departments in the 
hospital. 
Objective: Organisational 
effectiveness of public 
hospitals is the result of 
management processes, 
people wellness or a 
combination of both.  
Progress towards the 
overall aim was achieved. 
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5.  Enhanced team 
leaders’ well-being and 
challenge experiences 
during organizational 
change. 
Nielsen, K. & 
Daniels, K. 
(2012) 
Assessed the well-
being and challenge 
experiences of 29 Team 
Leaders and 233 
followers of two elderly 
care centres and a 
national accountancy 
firm in Denmark.  
 A quasi-experimental 
design was employed.  
Used the Event Sampling 
Method (ESM) to assess the 
well-being and challenge 
experiences of the sample 
group. 
The study took place 
over an 18-month 
period. Participation in 
the study was 
voluntary. Mean age 
was 35 years; 40% and 
80% females in 
accountancy and elder 
care centres. The mean 
tenure was 6.3 years. 
When leaders found 
themselves challenged 
above their average levels 
of 
challenge, they reported 
better well-being. Leader 
training may help ensure 
and even increase leaders’ 
well-being during times of 
team implementation 
when leaders have been 
identified as drivers of this 
change. 
6. The role of 
organizational 
communication and 
participation in 
reducing job insecurity 
and its negative 
association with 
work-related well-
being. 
 
Vander Elst, T, 
Baillien, E. 
De Cuyper, N. & De 
Witte, H. 
(2010) 
Investigated whether 
organizational 
communication and 
participation buffer the 
relationship between 
job insecurity and 
work-related well-
being of 3881 
employees across 
many industries in 
All concepts were 
measured by means of 
international validated 
scales with acceptable 
reliabilities. DeWitte Job 
security Scale (2002).  
Organizational 
communication was 
measured by the 
Questionnaire on the 
55% were men and 
45% female. The mean 
age was 41 years. 49% 
had completed higher 
education. 83% had 
worked full-time and 
93% had permanent 
contracts. 19% were 
blue-collar workers, 
52% white collar 
The results of a 
cross-sectional study of 
3881 employees from 20 
organizations in Flanders 
and Brussels (Belgium) 
showed that organizational 
communication and 
participation were 
negatively related to job 
insecurity. 
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Belgium. Experience and Evaluation 
of Work of Van Veldhoven 
and Meijman (1994).  
For the Work-related well-
being the Utrecht Work 
Engagement Scale (UWES) 
developed by Schaufeli and 
Bakker, (2003) was used. 
workers and 29% were 
managers.  
7. Job insecurity, 
recovery and 
well-being at work: 
Recovery 
experiences as 
moderators 
 
 
 
 
Kinnunen, U., 
Mauno, S., & 
Siltaloppi,M. 
(2010) 
 
 
The moderating role of 
recovery experiences in 
the job insecurity– 
occupational well-
being relationship of 
527 employees in 
Finland was examined. 
Quantitative research 
method was employed. 
1042 questionnaires were 
distributed to employees in 
five organisations. The Job 
Insecurity Scale by De Witte 
(2000) and  
16-item Recovery 
Experience Questionnaire 
of Sonnentag and Fritz 
(2007) were used. 
53% were women. 
Mean age was 42.2 
years. 77% were living 
with a partner. 43% 
had children living at 
home. 60% had an 
academic degree. 53% 
worked in the public 
sector as teachers and 
researchers. 68% were 
permanently 
employed.  
Mean working hours 
per week were 43.3 
hours. 
Job insecurity was 
positively related to the 
need for recovery and job 
exhaustion and negatively 
related to vigour at work. 
 
The relations between 
recovery experiences and 
occupational well-being  
showed moderately high 
negative correlations. 
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8. The Structure of 
Psychological Well-
Being revisited. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ryff, C.D. and 
Keyes, C.L.M. 
(1995) 
A theoretical model of 
psychological well-
being that 
encompasses six 
dimensions of wellness 
was tested with 
research data from a 
nationally 
representative sample 
of 1108 adults in the 
USA. 
A National probability 
sample of non-
institutionalised English-
speaking adults, aged 25 + 
residing in 48 States whose 
household had at least one 
phone. Telephone 
questionnaires were 
conducted employing the 
unfolding technique. 
Response rate was 
62%.  87% were white 
respondents and 59% 
were female. Their 
average age was 45.6 
years. 70% were 
married. A third 
graduated from high 
school only. 16% were 
college graduates. Just 
over 50% reported 
having an annual 
income of Between 
$10,000 and $39,999.  
 
The theoretical formulation 
of well-being was 
supported as a 
multifaceted domain 
encompassing positive self-
regard, mastery of the 
environment, quality 
relations of others, 
continued growth, 
purposeful living, and 
capacity for self-
determination. 
9. Strengths of 
character and well-
being. 
 
 
 
 
 
Park, N., Peterson, 
C., and Seligman, 
M.E.P. (2004) 
Investigated the 
relationship between 
character strengths 
and life satisfaction 
among 5,299 adults 
from 3 Internet 
samples in the USA. 
Quantitative research via 
two websites. Utilised the 
VIA Inventory of Strengths 
(VIA) -IS; a 240 item self-
report questionnaire and 
the Satisfaction with Life 
Scale (SWLS), a five item 
self-report questionnaire. 
Sample 1 = 39078 
responses. 
Sample 2 = 852 
responses Sample 3 = 
540 responses 
 
Average age for the 
three samples was on 
Character strength on the 
whole strongly associated 
with life satisfaction. The 
higher the given character 
strength, the more life 
satisfaction (well-being) 
reported. 
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.  
 
average 35 to 40 years. 
70% were females and 
80% were US citizens.  
10. Work life and 
mental well-being of 
single and married 
working mothers in 
Scandinavia. 
Bull, T. and 
Mittalmark, M.B. 
(2009) 
Focused on the levels 
and predictors of 
mental well-being in 72 
single and 432 married 
working mothers in 
Denmark, Sweden and 
Norway. 
Used the quantitative 
research approach. Data 
obtained from the 
European Social Survey 
Round 2 from 72 single and 
432 married mothers.  
Average response rate 
was 63.8%. 
Representative of all 
persons aged 15 and 
above in more than 20 
European nations. 
Selection was made of 
working mothers aged 
45 or younger, having 
paid work as a main 
activity and with 
children living in their 
households. 
Mental well-being is 
related to the outcomes 
that are important 
resources in parenting.  
Happy people tend to be 
more sociable, generous, 
creative, tolerant and 
altruistic.  A consistent 
predictor of mental well-
being was the degree of 
financial stress, especially 
for single mothers. 
11. Effects of 
materialism on work-
related personal well-
being. 
 
 
 
Deckop, J.R., 
Jurkiewicz, C.L. & 
Giacalone, R.A. 
(2010) 
Investigated whether 
materialistic values are 
related to work- 
related indicators of 
personal well-being of 
274 graduate students 
at a large public USA 
The quantitative research 
approach was used to 
gather responses on the 
following variable: Well-
being; Organisational 
stress; Flight behaviour and 
Helplessness. 
The response rate was 
45%.  Females 
represented 64% of the 
sample. 33.6% were 
between the ages of 
26-35. 68% of the 
sample worked for the 
The results have indicated 
a consistent negative 
relationship between work-
related personal well-being 
variables and materialism. 
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 university. public sector 
12. Responding to 
conflict at work and 
individual well-being: 
The mediating role of 
flight behaviour and 
feelings of 
helplessness. 
 
 
 
Dijkstra, M.T.M., 
Van Dierendonck, 
D., & Evers, A. 
(2005) 
Examined the 
mediating influence of 
conflict responses on 
the relation between 
conflict and well-being 
of 191 nursing 
personnel in the 
Netherlands. 
Self-report questionnaires 
were distributed to 20 large 
organisations in order to 
research the following 
variables: Job insecurity; 
Organisational 
communication; 
Organisational participation 
and work-related well-
being. 
The response was 55% 
of whom 83% were 
females with a mean 
age of 36.5 years. Their 
average  tenure was 
5.73 years and 96% 
had a Dutch 
nationality. 
Increases in experienced 
organisational stress 
reduced well-being.  
Conflict was positively 
related to helplessness and 
flight behaviour. 
13. The role of 
organisational 
communication and 
participation in 
reducing job insecurity 
and its negative 
association with work-
related well-being. 
 
 
 
Vander Elst, T., 
Baillien, E., De 
Cuyper, N., & De 
Witte, H. (2010) 
Investigated how 
organisational 
communication and 
participation influence 
job insecurity and its 
relationship with poor 
work-related well-
being of 3881 
employees in two 
provinces of Belgium. 
Quantitative research 
method was employed. 
Managers were invited via 
e-mail to access a website 
should they wish to 
complete the survey.  
The response rate was 
57%.  Of these, 55% 
were men. The mean 
age was 41 years. 49% 
had completed higher 
education. 83% worked 
on a full-time basis. 
52% were white-collar 
workers, 19% blue-
collar workers and 29% 
junior and senior 
managers. 
Organisational 
communication and 
participation were 
negatively related to job 
insecurity. No significant 
interactions were found 
between job insecurity and 
organisational 
communication in relation 
to both well-being 
outcomes. 
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14. Manager’s well-
being and perceptions 
of organisational 
change.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lindorff, M., 
Worrall, L. & 
Cooper, C. (2011) 
Examined the well-
being and perceptions 
of 1560 United 
Kingdom and 1414 
Australian managers.  
60 information-technology 
employees working at a 
large medical company had 
to complete an on-line 
questionnaire daily for a 
two week period examining 
their day-to-day feelings in 
the workplace. 
93 % were employed 
full-time. 45% of Aust. 
respondents were 
female whereas 35% of 
the UK respondents 
were female. 17.2% of 
the Aust. respondents 
were under 30 years of 
age whereas 8.2% of 
UK respondents were 
in the same age 
bracket. 
The study confirmed that 
change has the potential to 
breach relational 
psychological contracts, 
thus causing reduced well-
being for managers with 
resultant loss of 
profitability and 
performance for 
organisations. 
15.  A daily 
investigation of the 
role of manager 
empathy on employee 
well-being. 
 
 
Scott, B.A., 
Colquitt, J.A., 
Paddock, E.L., & 
Judge, T.A. (2010) 
The focus of the study 
was to add to the 
literature on leaders in 
the USA as managers 
of group emotions by 
examining the effects 
of manager empathy 
on employees’ daily 
well-being. 
 
The sample was taken from 
the UK’s Office for National 
Statistics. Managers in 2295 
workplaces were 
interviewed and 14,127 
employees completed an 8-
page self-completion 
questionnaire.  
These 60 employees 
were supervised by 13 
different managers. 
Their ages ranged 
between 26 and 61 
years old. 78.3% 
indicated that they 
were Caucasian. A total 
of 454 questionnaires 
were completed over 
the two week period. 
The results suggest that an 
employee who feels 
physically unwell on a given 
day will have difficulty 
accomplishing goals at 
work, which in turn will be 
associated with 
decrements in mood. 
Employee well-being at 
work is better on some 
days than others.   
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16. Enriched job 
design, high 
involvement 
management and 
organisational 
performance: The 
mediating roles of job 
satisfaction and well-
being. 
 
Wood, S., Van 
Veldhoven, M., 
Croon, M., & de 
Menezes. (2012) 
 The relationship 
between organisational 
performance, enriched 
job design and high 
involvement 
management is 
assumed to be 
mediated by worker 
well-being in the 
United Kingdom. 
Data collected from a 
random CATI survey of 
1004 employees aged 18 
and older with at least 6 
months work experience at 
employers with at least 10 
or more employees. 
Sample covered the 
private and public 
sector. 1177 
workplaces 
represented the full 
sample. The median 
number of employees 
per workplace 
completing the 
questionnaire is 12 
employees.  
a) Higher job satisfaction is 
associated with higher 
financial performance, 
higher labour productivity, 
lower absenteeism and 
better quality. b) High 
involvement management 
is directly and positively 
related to labour 
productivity, financial 
performance and quality, 
but not absenteeism. 
17. Employee well-
being and Union 
Membership 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Macky, K. & Boxall, 
P. (2008) 
Compared union 
members with non-
union members on 
employee well-being 
dimensions in New 
Zealand: 1) felt work 
intensification; 2) job-
induced stress; 3) 
work-life balance and 
4) job satisfaction. 
Largely employed 
qualitative research 
methods. E-mailed 
questionnaires comprising 
open-ended questions 
about significant career 
experiences. 
645 respondents 
reported having a 
union at their place of 
work that they could 
join. 350 were union 
members. 92.2% were 
in permanent jobs with 
62.9% being females 
with a mean age of 
44.4 years. Median 
tenure was 5 years. 
Found no differences 
between unionists and 
non-unionists in respect of 
overall job satisfaction. 
Union members report 
higher levels of work 
overload and pressure, 
greater stress and greater 
work-life imbalance to non-
union members. 
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18. Exploring the 
components of Career 
Well-being and the 
emotions associated 
with significant career 
experiences. 
 
Kidd, J.M. (2008) The aim of the study 
was to identify the 
main features of career 
well-being and 
emotions people 
experience as they 
navigate their careers 
of 89 individuals 
working in the United 
Kingdom. 
Anonymous, self-
completion questionnaires 
were mailed (via the 
internal mailing system) to 
2340 workers of the Social 
Services Department of the 
UK. 
Of the 89 respondents, 
65% were female; the 
mean age was 40;  48% 
were working in 
managerial 
occupations and 47% in 
professional 
occupations.  
There is evidence that 
certain events, processes, 
and attitudes are 
fundamental to career 
well-being. They include: 
positive relationship with 
others; autonomy; 
environmental mastery; 
purpose in life; and 
personal growth. 
19.  Measures of five 
aspects of affective 
well-being at work. 
 
 
 
 
Daniels, K. (2000) The aims were to 
derive at concise 
indicators of affective 
well-being of 871 
employees in the 
United Kingdom, to 
present validation 
evidence for the scales 
and to show how the 
scales relate to the 
models of affect. 
Quantitative research 
method was employed. 
68% used hard copy and 
32% used e-mail 
questionnaires.  
With a response rate of 
37.2%, 79.7% were 
females. Average age 
of the sample was 42.8 
years. Working in the 
same position = 5.3 
years and working for 
the same company = 
8.1.years. 
The results of the first 
order CFAs indicate that 
five primary substantive 
factors and two response 
bias factors account best 
for the items’ structure. 
The results also indicate a 
hierarchical structure for 
work-related well-being. 
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20.  Impact of self-
orientations and work-
context-related 
variables on the well-
being of Public- and 
Private-sector Turkish 
employees. 
 
Imamoglu, E.O. 
and Beydogan, B. 
(2011) 
The study explored the 
impact of individual 
differences in self-
orientations of 383 
public- and private 
sector employees in 
Turkey on their basic 
need satisfaction at 
work and their well-
being. 
2nd and 3rd sample 
recruited to examine 1) 
its reliability and 2) any 
impact on depressed 
mood and work related 
variables. 
25% of the 
respondents replied via 
their personal e-mail 
while 75% replied via 
their organisation      e-
mail addresses. 
Responses were 
anonymous. A 5-point 
Likert Scale was used. 
Gender was not 
considered because no 
hypothesis included 
the 
Gender factor.  
Results suggest that self-
orientation of employees 
predict their well-being 
both directly and indirectly 
through the mediation of 
perceived supportiveness 
and need satisfaction 
provided by the work 
context. 
 
 
 
 
 
21. Measurement of 
well-being in the 
work place. The 
development of the 
work- place well-
being Questionnaire. 
Parker, G.B. and 
Hyett, M.P. 
(2011) 
Initial 50 item 
questionnaire 
completed by 
Nonclinical sample of 
150 working adults in 
Australia. 
Anonymous self-
completion 
questionnaires were 
mailed to respondents. 
The questionnaire 
contained the 30 items 
hypothesized to 
represent the five 
No formal record of 
the response rate 
was obtained, and no 
details of the 
respondents (e.g., 
age or gender) or of 
their work 
background were 
They demonstrated high 
test-retest reliability for 
individual and total scale 
scores and found no 
distinct impact of 
depressed mood state 
on scale completion.  
Four factors accounted 
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aspects of affective well-
being. 
sought because the 
intent was to refine 
the measure so as to 
identify its molar 
constructs. 
for 53% of the variance. 
22.  Measures of five 
aspects of affective 
well-being at work. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Daniels, K. (2000) Two major studies, 1. 
871 social workers 
(37.2% response 
rate) and 2. 1915 
university workers 
(58% response rate) 
in the United 
Kingdom. 
Quantitative research 
method administered 
electronically.  
PSYCAP was measured 
using the PCQ-24 of  
Luthans, Youssef,& 
Avolio (2007). 
Study 1:  79.7% were  
female. Average of 
42.8 years old. Same 
job tenure of 5.3 
years. Organisational 
tenure of 8.1 years. 
 
Study 2:  67% were 
female. Modal value 
for age was 46 – 50. 
Modal tenure in 
current job was 1 to 
3 years and modal 
tenure at the 
university was over 
10 years. 
The results are 
consistent with studies 
that suggest a 
comprehensive and 
detailed assessment of 
affective well-being may 
require measures that go 
beyond two primary 
dimensions. Where 
there is      substantive 
justification, an 
approach to measuring 
affective well-being such 
as 
that presented here may 
help to reflect the 
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relationships between 
work-related affective 
well-being and other 
organizational 
phenomena. 
23. Impact of 
positive 
psychological capital 
on employee well-
being over time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Avey, J. B., 
Luthans, F., 
Smith, R. M., and 
Palmer, N.F. 
(2007). 
280 participants from 
an original sample 
size of 381 (73.4%). 
All employees who 
agreed to take part 
in a Midwestern 
university sponsored 
research project  in 
the USA. 
Quantitative research 
method administered 
electronically.  
PSYCAP was measured 
using the PCQ-24 of  
Luthans, Youssef,& 
Avolio (2007). 
All working adults 
with an average age 
of 31.7 years. 
Majority white 
respondents (86%).  
51% were males. 
70% earned a high 
school diploma and 
16% held an 
undergraduate 
degree.  
Participants 
represented a 
diverse range of 
industries, 
occupations, and job 
The results indicated 
that employees’ PSYCAP 
was related to both 
measures of well-being 
and that PSYCAP 
explained additional 
variance in these 
well-being measures 
over time.  
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levels and had an 
average of 10.5 years 
of work experience. 
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For the purposes of the present study, the work place well-being focus will 
specifically be on i) work satisfaction, ii) organisational respect for the employee, 
iii) employer care and iv) the intrusion of work into private life (Parker and Hyett, 
2011).  These variables have been included by the researchers into a single 
comprehensive measure for assessing Workplace Well-being. 
 
Parker and Hyett (2011) state that job satisfaction - or the lack of job satisfaction, 
and its consequential impacts on the person and his or her work life have been 
extensively researched.  Most of the research has focused exclusively on this 
domain, and needs to be used in conjunction with other measures to assess or 
predict Workplace Well-being.  
 
It is evident from Table 2.1 that the empirical studies that have been conducted 
on well-being and well-being related research topics have revealed the following 
information.   
• It is noted that well-being has gained research momentum in the last 5 to 
10 years. Based on the literature review, most of the well-being research 
has been conducted in the northern hemisphere during the last decade. 
South Africa, Australia and New Zealand are the only three countries in 
the southern hemisphere who are currently involved in well-being 
research.  
 
• The research topic of Well-being seems to be popular amongst 
researchers, but the application of the research topic seems to be 
problematic. There appears to be a lack of cohesion amongst researchers 
as to their understanding of well-being. Well-being is a growing area of 
research, but according to Dodge, Daly, Huyton, and Sanders (2012), the 
question of how it should be defined remains unanswered.  They further 
argue that: 
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many attempts at expressing its nature have focused purely 
on dimensions of well-being, rather than on the definition. 
(Dodge et al., 2012, p.222). 
 
Well-being is a topic that is being researched in the arena of general 
Psychology, Health Psychology, Counseling Psychology, Organisational 
Psychology and Positive Psychology and not one of these knowledge 
areas can claim ownership of it. Dimensions of well-being are being 
researched while no consensus on the definition has been reached. 
 
• Little specific research on well-being in the workplace has been 
conducted. From a global perspective, this is certainly an area that has not 
been adequately researched and highlights ample opportunities for young 
researchers. The author could identify only one research project that 
resembles the current research: in 2010 Avey, Luthans, Smith and Palmer 
researched and published the impact of positive psychological capital on 
employee well-being over time. 
 
Furthermore, no research seems to be available where a relationship is 
sought between PSYCAP, workplace trust and Workplace Well-being 
focusing on specific levels in an organisation. In this instance, the current 
research will focus on the managerial levels of an automobile 
manufacturer and their national Dealership network. 
 
• The concept of well-being is undeniably complex. Researchers tend to use 
their own interpretation of well-being and refer to the following 
components of well-being: physical or psychological wellness, 
psychological well-being, subjective well-being, affective well-being, 
happiness, developing as a person, being fulfilled and making a 
contribution to the community.  In the absence of a global understanding 
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of well-being, Dodge et al., (2012, p.226) refer to Seligman as accepting a 
new rationale and notion that ‘happiness’ is an abstract construct that 
hides the true, complex, nature of human flourishing. From the 
abovementioned table, researchers are attempting to find new measurable 
elements of well-being, as the well-being theory denies that the topic of 
positive psychology exists.  The real dilemma is that each element of well-
being contributes to well-being, but none define it.  This ‘confusion’ can be 
seen from the summary of the well-being empirical studies above. 
 
For the purposes of this study, the Workplace Well-being variables that will be 
researched include Work Satisfaction, Organisational Respect for the employee, 
Employer Care and Intrusion of Work into Private Life. 
 
These four Workplace Well-being variables have been identified by Parker and 
Hyett (2011) as representative indicators of Workplace Well-being. They do not 
claim that this list is exhaustive, but rather a constructive approach to formally 
move into the realm of Workplace Well-being. As highlighted previously Parker 
and Hyett (2011) do not present a conclusive definition of work place well-being, 
but rather focus on the dimensions (building blocks) that constitute well-being. 
 
These variables will be researched within the ambit of the organisational 
boundaries. There will be no focus on the well-being of the individual outside the 
organisational boundaries, i.e. his or her well-being within the ambit of their 
private life. 
 
2.3 Psychological Capital (PSYCAP) 
2.3.1 Introduction 
How are organisations valued? Larson and Luthans (2006) are of the opinion that 
the recognised value of organisations is slowly undergoing a change in 
perspective. 
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Three decades ago the largest recorded value of an organisation was tied to 
inventory levels, such as stock, raw materials, work-in-progress and unsold 
finished goods. Some two decades ago the advent of lean manufacturing and 
just-in-time manufacturing practices have done away with the comfort of having 
huge amounts of stock piling and inventory stored in warehouses. This reduced 
the “value of the organisation” considerably.  The main objective was to reduce 
the overheads. Organisations became focused on lowering their cost structures, 
which included the cutting of salaries and minimizing the number of employees. 
Luthans (2008, p.67) quotes a famous business leader in America as saying: 
The value of my company walks out the door every night. 
 
This is the essence of what is meant by human capital. The true value of a 
company is no longer the traditional tangible assets or its production processes. 
The value of a company now lies in its human capital and in its underlying 
psychological capital. Neither of these two can be imitated. According to Luthans 
(2008) anybody can buy technology on the open market or raise money in the 
financial markets, but nobody can buy motivation, engagement of employees, 
confidence, resilience, hope, optimism and trust.  The good news is that these 
capacities can be developed and they can contribute to a competitive advantage. 
 
2.3.2 What is Psychological Capital? 
According to Luthans, Youssef & Avolio, (2007)  simply concentrating and 
accumulating more of the traditional resources once considered vital for 
organisational success, has proven insufficient for attaining sustainable sources 
of competitive advantage.  Furthermore, they propose that a new competitive 
advantage can be gained through investing, leveraging, developing, and 
managing psychological capital. This new approach is based on the generally 
accepted fact that most organisations in America are not realizing the full 
potential of their human resources. 
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Psychological Capital (PSYCAP) as a new approach is a spin-off from economic 
capital where human resources are invested in and managed for a future return.  
Psychological capital, according to Luthans, Avolio, Avey and Norman (2007, p. 
550) is defined as:  
one’s positive appraisal of circumstances and 
probability for success based on   motivated effort and 
perseverance.    
 
Researchers such as Avolio et al. (2004) have suggested that a mechanism 
through which a leader’s psychological capital may influence their subordinate’s 
work performance is through the subordinate’s psychological capital. 
Furthermore, it is evident from research done by Avey, Luthans, & Youssef 
(2010) that positive psychological capital fosters positive work outcomes and also 
minimises ineffective and counterproductive work behaviour.  
 
It is stated by Larson and Luthans (2006) that these complex workplace 
challenges and changes are difficult to dissect. Many business leaders still 
support and subscribe to the mechanistic perspective of organisations as simply 
being predictive entities – one in which members can easily be programmed as if 
they were machines.  This is clearly not the case. 
 
It is Larson and Luthans (2006, p. 75) who believe that academics and an 
increasing number of business leaders recognise the complexity of today’s 
environment. 
They now subscribe to the reality that work, and how it is carried 
out in organisations, is fundamentally about relationships – most 
notably the relationships between organisations and employees. 
 
Some business leaders may have the view that a positivity approach may 
promote a more benevolent perception of humans than is really warranted. This 
happened, for example, during the corporate scandals at Enron in the USA and 
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the Arms Deal fiasco in South Africa. Luthans and Youssef (2007) refer to these 
practices as the “dark side of leadership” and “the ethical meltdowns”.  
 
2.3.3 The four pillars of PSYCAP 
Luthans and Youssef (2007) identified from positive psychology literature the 
concepts of hope, self-efficacy, resilience and optimism as being especially, but 
not exclusively, relevant to Positive Organisational Behaviour. These concepts 
represent the Psychological Capital which aligns the pursuit of positivity, 
flourishing and human fulfillment at work (Workplace Well-being).  
 
These focus areas are linked to the bottom-line oriented measures that are 
required for adequate resource allocation within the realities of today’s 
competitive environment. Psychological Capital, according to Peterson, Luthans, 
Avolio, Walumbwa and Zhang (2011) is proposed as a common underlying 
capacity considered critical to human motivation, cognitive processing, striving for 
success, and resulting workplace performance. In addition, Peterson et al. (2011) 
provide evidence that psychological capital is open to development and should 
therefore be integrated into organisation’s human resource development 
programmes, as well as their performance management programmes.  
 
It was Walumbwa et al. (2010) that found that leaders who role model 
psychological capital are likely to have higher psychological capital in their 
subordinates. They also state that leaders have the power to eliminate blockages 
to goal achievement via the enhancement of role clarification, providing access to 
scarce resources, or empowering their subordinates to take decisions. It is also 
possible for leaders to build confidence and resilience in their subordinates via 
constructive feedback mechanisms. By building paths to goal attainment, leaders 
are building employees’ psychological capital (Walumbwa, et al. 2010). 
 
People play a key role in economic productivity and the ‘‘flat world’’ competition 
has allowed or forced people around the world to cooperate and to compete with 
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each other (Nguyen and Nguyen, 2012).  In the last few years, there are two 
areas amongst others that have received attention. The first, according to 
Luthans, Norman, Avolio and Avey (2008) is positive organisational behaviour 
and its development of Psychological Capital, which is defined as the individual’s 
psychological state of development. The second, according to Luthans et al. 
2008 is quality of work life or Workplace Well-being. Both these two areas will be 
researched in this study. Special attention will be given to: 
i) The four PSYCAP variables as advocated by Luthans and Youssef (2007) 
and  
ii) Workplace Well-being variables as advocated by Parker and Hyett (2011). 
 
2.3.4 PSYCAP in the Workplace 
PSYCAP is a core positive construct that takes positive psychology to the work 
place. This core construct consists of theory- and research-based positive 
psychological capacities that can be measured, developed and managed for 
performance improvement at both the individual and organisational levels 
(Luthans, 2002b). These capacities that have been determined to best meet the 
inclusion criteria for the construct PSYCAP are self-efficacy, optimism, hope and 
resilience.   
 
Luthans, Avolio, Avey and Norman (2007) posit that the underlying threads that 
link the four capacities into PSYCAP as a higher-order construct reside in a 
combination of the positive perception, attributions, interpretations, and 
appraisals of one’s experiences; the availability of physical and personal 
resources; and the resultant actual and perceived probability of success based 
on personal choices, vested effort and perseverance. 
 
According to Youssef and Luthans (2010) the overall PSYCAP is a better 
predictor of performance, satisfaction, and absenteeism than the individual 
capacities that make it up. PSYCAP can therefore add value to what people and 
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organisations already have (financial capital), what they know (human capital) 
and who they know (social capital). 
 
Today’s organisations are faced with a variety of tough challenges. Within the 
arena of globalization, “the war for talent” is one such prominent challenge 
(Luthans, 2007).  The challenge is not only the difficulty of sourcing the most 
creative and innovative talent, but also finding ways of capitalizing on and 
developing human, social and psychological capacities of  human resources for 
sustained competitive advantage. 
 
The workplace is increasingly becoming a place where survival, let alone 
success, necessitates higher-than-average performance (Luthans and Youssef, 
2007). Fierce global competition and unhindered access to information, on a 
global scale, have created a world that is “flat” with its own performance 
standards. In “flat-world” competition, a sustainable edge can no longer be just 
achieved through raising entry barriers or technological breakthroughs. Luthans 
and Youssef (2007) are of the opinion that success can also no longer be 
attained by just trying to fix weaknesses. In today’s business life, success can be 
attained by challenging current assumptions and existing paradigms.  
 
Avey et al. (2011) assert that previous research has suggested that PSYCAP is 
positively related to desirable employee attitudes and negatively related to 
undesirable employee attitudes. In addition, those employees higher in PSYCAP, 
1) expect good things to happen at work, 2) they believe that they can create 
their own success and 3) that they are not influenced by setbacks when they are 
compared with those lower in PSYCAP.   
 
Avey et al. (2008) has the view that employees higher in PSYCAP are likely to 
have more positive emotions and subsequently be more engaged and less 
cynical and also exhibit more organisational citizenship and less deviant 
behaviour. 
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PSYCAP relates, according to Avey et al. (2011), to employee performance. This 
happens mainly through the dimension of demonstrating effort and when 
employees try harder to succeed, they are more likely to perform better. 
Employees higher in PSYCAP are more energized and are likely to perform at a 
higher performance level over an extended period. The reason for this is that 
those employees higher in self-efficacy apply effort in achieving work goals they 
personally believe they are capable of achieving (efficacy). These individuals 
have determination and willpower and will offer solutions to problems and 
challenges (hope), make internal attributions and will have positive expectations 
about the outcomes (optimism), and persevere in the face of adversity and 
setbacks (resilience). Therefore, PSYCAP should be the facilitating motivational 
force for intentional behaviour toward achieving goals and tasks that lead to 
extraordinary performance. Employees who are low in PSYCAP would not 
possess the same energy and performance levels as those with higher PSYCAP.  
 
2.3.5 The variables of the PSYCAP construct 
PSYCAP is broadly defined as who we are, as human beings, and who we can 
become. At least four dimensions of psychological capital are identified by 
Luthans (2008) as:  
• The variable of Hope: a motivational state that is based on an 
interactively-derived sense of expected successful goal-directed 
energy and pathways towards the goal.  
• The variable of Self-Efficacy:   an individual’s conviction or confidence 
about his or her abilities to mobilize the cognitive resources and 
courses of action needed to successfully execute a specific task 
(Luthans 2010). 
• The variable of Resilience: a capacity that can be developed to 
rebound or bounce back from adversity, conflict and failure.  
• The variable of Optimism:   realistic, flexible optimism equips people 
with the ability to discern when to use optimistic versus pessimistic 
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explanatory styles, as well as the capacity to adapt those styles to the 
situation at hand.  
 
From previous research, Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman, & Combs, (2006) found 
that these four factors (hope, self-efficacy, resilience and optimism) were shown, 
when combined, to have a synergistic effect. Specifically, they have found that 
PSYCAP is a core construct that predicts performance and satisfaction better 
than any of the individual strengths that it encompasses. 
 
2.3.6 Empirical PSYCAP research in South Africa 
Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) used a quantitative research methodology on 
131 Human Resource (HR) practitioners, to determine whether HR who are the 
custodians of change and positive or negative behaviour in organisations in 
South Africa, embrace the four PSYCAP constructs (Hope, Self-efficacy, 
Resilience and Optimism).  
 
2.3.6.1 Research design 
Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) administered the Psychological Capital 
Questionnaire (PCQ) on-line to a targeted population of 1500 members of the 
South African Board of People Practice (SABPP). The final sample was 131, 
representing a response rate of 15%. 
 
2.3.6.2 Data analyses 
The statistical data analysis was performed using the SAS and SPSS 
programmes. The frequency procedure was applied to measure the demographic 
variables. The reliability and validity of the PCQ were determined by means of 
Cronbach Alpha co-efficients, as well as exploratory factor analysis. The Pearson 
product – moment correlation co-efficient was employed to specify the 
relationship between the PCQ items and dimensions. The multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) was used to determine the significance of differences 
between the PSYCAP dimensions and demographic variables. 
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2.3.6.3 Research results 
The demographic data revealed that the majority of participants were males 
(63.4%), in the 45+ age bracket (51.2%) and who were Afrikaans speaking 
(49.2%) 
 
The data was analysed in order to examine the applicability of PSYCAP to HR 
Managers in South Africa.  
• Because participants in the sample perceived Hope and Self-efficacy 
(Confidence) as the same construct, a three-factor structure resulted in a 
Potential South African-PSYCAP. All three factors (Hope and Self-efficacy, 
Resilience and Optimism) showed acceptable levels of internal 
consistency. 
• The South African HR managers in the sample exhibited a high level of 
PSYCAP. 
 
2.3.6.4. Conclusions of the South African PSYCAP research 
Although POB and PSYCAP are still ‘finding their feet’ in the academic research 
arena of South Africa, it does seem from the study mentioned above that 
researchers are starting to venture into the mainstream of PSYCAP research. 
Although South Africa is one of the most diverse countries in the world, research 
has shown that the PCQ can be used if adjustments to the measuring instrument 
are made.  
  
Furthermore, the findings suggest that HR managers can play a significant role in 
creating hope in the workplace and in organisations. This result indicates that 
there should be a change in the HR focus from ‘buying into’ affirmative action 
initiatives to ‘championing’ them. 
 
The extent to which HR practitioners support the philosophy of positive 
organisational behaviour may influence the success of change and also South 
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Africa’s ability to transform social and economic realities for the majority of its 
society.  
 
The limitations of this study are as follows: 
• The research sample is too small.  
• Results cannot be applicable to the rest of the population.  
In summary, Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) propose that if all managers, and 
not only HR managers, practice PSYCAP, then it could benefit the organisation 
and the country as a whole especially during times of turmoil or change. 
 
2.3.6.5 Status Quo and Comments made by other authors 
As previously stated, PSYCAP is a new concept in both the academic and 
business world of South Africa. The author could not find articles of other 
academics, scholars and/or authors who could comment on the thoroughness of 
the Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) study.  
 
To date, the only PSYCAP research that has investigated the relationship 
(impact) with Workplace Well-being is the Avey et al. (2010) study with the title: 
“Impact of Positive Psychological Capital on Employee Well-being over time.” It is 
evident that research focusing on the relationship between PSYCAP and 
Workplace Well-being is virtually non-existent. However, it provides an 
opportunity for researchers to contribute to the well-being levels of employees in 
organisations. 
 
Luthans et al. (2007) propose that PSYCAP, consisting of the positive 
psychological, state-like resources of hope, self-efficacy, resilience and optimism, 
best represent the measured impact of employees’ positivity in relation to their 
well-being. Although it is not possible to say that PSYCAP causes psychological 
well-being, there is evidence that positive resources such as employees’ 
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PSYCAP may lead to the desirable outcome of their psychological well-being 
over time (Luthans et al. 2007). 
 
To date only one research study has been conducted on the impact of 
Psychological Capital on employee well-being (Avey, Luthans, Smith & Palmer, 
2010).  
 
Research as conducted by Avey et al., (2010) hypothesized that employees’ 
PSYCAP is positively related to their psychological well-being and when 
measured over time, employees’ PSYCAP will explain increased variance in their 
psychological well-being. For the present study the same research question, as 
the Hypothesis 1 of the Avey et al., (2010, p.21) study was formulated:  
 
H1: Employees’ PSYCAP is positively related to their psychological well-being 
(work- place well-being).  
 
The Avey et al., (2010) study incorporated a second hypothesis which focused on 
the measurement of PSYCAP and its relationship to psychological well-being 
over time. This second hypothesis has no academic relationship to the current 
study. The Avey et al., (2010) study yielded 280 respondents who agreed to 
participate in a large mid-western university sponsored research project. This 
represented a 73.4% response rate. The sample was drawn from employees in 
the work place. It used an electronic quantitative questionnaire and the data was 
collected over a three week period. The respondents were all adults (51% male 
and 49% female) with an average age of 31.7 years (SD = 13.67). 70% of the 
respondents had a high school diploma or equivalent, with 16% having 
undergraduate degrees and 7% a master’s degree or higher qualification. The 
sample represented a wide range of industries, positions and job levels and 
yielded an average work experience of 10.5 years.  
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The results of the Avey et al., (2010) study provided preliminary evidence that 
positive resources such as employees’ PSYCAP may lead to the desirable 
outcome of their psychological well-being over time. 
 
Avey et al., (2010, p.15) state that with any empirical study that does not use an 
experimental research design, it is not possible to conclude that PSYCAP causes 
psychological well-being.  
While in this case the evidence does suggest a meaningful 
relationship over time and that PSYCAP accounts for unique 
variance in psychological well-being, causality still cannot be 
concluded. 
 
In summary, the Avey et al., (2010) study provides preliminary evidence that 
PSYCAP may be a positive resource used to enhance employee psychological 
well-being. They conclude their research by stating that: 
While well-being has been shown to have a reciprocal effect on 
work-related outcomes such as job satisfaction, the means of 
understanding and affecting these reciprocal processes have 
received little attention. Additional research is now needed to 
understand other predictors of psychological well-being which, 
including PSYCAP may be the most appropriate technique for 
enhancing employees’ psychological well-being to meet specific 
personal and organisational challenges (Avey et al., 2010, p.25). 
 
Although Avey et al., (2010) use the term “employees’ psychological well-being”, 
the researcher interprets this term to be identical to the meaning of “Workplace 
Well-being”.  
 
2.4 The Psychological Capital variable of HOPE  
We carry many dreams in organisations. Carlsen, Landsverk & Mortensen (2012) 
state that: dreams take the form of goal-driven pursuits to improve performance, 
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to create a healthy workplace where people thrive, to conquer markets, to win 
against competitors, or to do good for outside beneficiaries. 
At other times, dreams are built on more complex longings, 
where it is not the prospects of a specific achievement that call 
upon us but the naked terrains of possibility and its unpredictable 
openness to shape a new role, to form new connections with 
people, to embark upon a new project adventure, to enter a new 
industry, to aspire to ideals of human betterment or believe that 
what we do today will somehow prove beneficial and matter 
tomorrow in ways we yet cannot see (Carlsen, Landsverk & 
Mortensen 2012, p. 289). 
 
All these dreams, whether they are goal driven or expand on various possibilities, 
whether they are pleasant or desperate, are driven by some element of hope. 
Carlsen et al. (2012) states that hope in organisations are something we know 
little about. They elaborate on this view highlighting the fact that hope in 
organisations is a complex and fundamental category of human experience. 
Organisations are targets of hope, but also sites for hope that proceeds inward to 
individual lives and outward to broader causes and purposes. 
 
2.4.1 What is hope? 
Snyder, Sympson, Ybasco, Border, Babyak and Higgins (1996, p. 322) define 
hope as: 
a positive motivational state that is based on an 
interactively derived sense of successful (1) agency (goal 
directed energy) and (2) pathways (planning and ways to 
meet goals).  
 
Therefore, hope can be viewed as consisting of three distinct but complementary 
components: agency (will-power), pathways (way-power) and goals. 
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The agency component of hope is therefore the need to accomplish a specific 
task or goal. The agency represents the motivation or goal-directed energy to 
succeed at a given task in a specific context. 
 
The pathway component of hope is viewed as being the means to accomplish a 
task or goal. Thus, a pathway is considered to be the way to accomplish a task or 
goal. Together the agency and pathway elements form the will and the way to 
accomplish a given task or goal. Snyder, et al. (1996) suggests having one 
component by itself is not sufficient. To possess hope, one must have both the 
will to succeed in a given task, as well as a viable means, or way to accomplish 
that task or goal. 
 
The hope variable in the workplace was only researched for the first time in 2005 
by Luthans et al.  In a preliminary study in the workplace, hope has been found to 
be related to Chinese factory workers’ supervisor rated performance (Luthans, et 
al. 2005) and to employee satisfaction (well-being) and retention (Peterson and 
Luthans, 2003). 
 
Leaders who are hopeful tend to 1) set more challenging goals, 2) are highly 
motivated to achieve those goals, and 3) find ways around obstacles to goal 
achievement (Peterson, Walumbwa, Byron, Myrowitz, 2009). 
 
Youssef and Luthans (2007) state that hope, together with optimism and 
resilience, are positive capacities, but also share self-directed motivating 
mechanisms and processes that may have an influence on performance and 
attitudes related to work.  
 
Although there are commonalities amongst hope, optimism and resilience, there 
are also salient distinctions, making the contributions of each of these capacities 
somewhat unique and important for the workplace. Hope allows for the rekindling 
of determination and willpower even when the employee is faced with 
 55 
 
organisational obstacles. This happens because alternative pathways have 
already been proactively determined (Youssef & Luthans, 2007).  
 
The resultant boost in willpower, according to Youseff & Luthans (2007, p. 779), 
in turn:   
…motivates the search for still further alternative pathways in 
light of the realities of the new situation. This hope process 
allows blockages or problems to be perceived as challenges 
and new learning opportunities. 
 
It is possible to train and develop hope in an employee. Youseff & Luthans (2007) 
have successfully taught the hope variable to managers of a large engineering 
company. This training involves the developing of hope through asking the 
participants to set goals and “stepping” sub-goals and then to create realistic 
pathways emphasizing desirable results rather than avoiding undesirable results.  
They are then asked to establish contingency plans for overcoming potential 
obstacles. According to Youseff & Luthans (2007), the results of these training 
interventions have been very positive in that the levels of hope have increased 
amongst the managers. 
 
 2.4.2 Qualities of Hope 
In addition to the abovementioned, Carlsen et al. (2012, p. 292) propose four 
enduring qualities of hope.  
 
2.4.2.1 Hope is rational 
Experiencing hope is an intensely rational experience, both in how they are 
conceptualized and sustained and in their function. Hope may prosper when one 
puts oneself in the service of others. Hope may be a binding force in a 
community or a society at large. 
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2.4.2.2 Hope is open-ended 
To hope, assumes a strong belief that the future is open-ended and can be 
influenced. Hope presupposes a dynamic imagination that precedes the 
anticipation of an image of the future. 
 
2.4.2.3 Hope is sustained by moral dialogue 
Experiencing hope is sustained by moral dialogue about concerns and high 
human ideals. Hope is a source of moral vision that may point to possibilities for 
human enhancement. 
 
2.4.2.4 Hope is generative 
Hope is a source of positive effect and action. Hope is regarded as the engine 
room of all human creativity and cultural development. Hope is most generative 
when it invites open dialogue and expands people’s horizons. 
 
2.4.3 Hope and Leadership 
What is the central role and impact of leaders (managers) and how is this related 
to hope in the workplace? What evidence exists that hopeful leaders (managers) 
are important in driving positive behaviour and outcomes in organisations? What 
do high-hope leaders do? Why is hope important for organisations? These 
questions are frequently being asked by business leaders and academic 
researchers alike. According to Richardson, Cook and Hofmeyr (2011) a 
considerable amount of research on leadership and hope have been undertaken 
in the past decade. However, very little research results within the South African 
context are available.  
 
Richardson et al. (2011) describe how high-hope leaders influence followers 
towards achieving their organisational objectives and goals. This is made 
possible by fully understanding the expectations of their subordinates, inspiring 
their followers to pursue a common vision, triggering motivation by setting goals 
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together with followers, and providing the support to subordinates needed for 
their business plans and goal attainment. 
 
Richardson et al. (2011) identifies five leadership elements of effective high-hope 
leaders as judged by their subordinates: 
1. Effective high-hope leaders challenge the process, the system and the 
organisation. 
2. High-hope leaders inspire a shared vision. 
3. High-hope leaders enable and empower others to act. 
4. High-hope leaders model the way for themselves and their followers. 
5. High-hope leaders encourage their followers.. 
 
Positive leadership provides people with a sense of direction that encourages 
them to do their best. Central to this research, is the assumption that having a 
solid and growing group of hopeful managers is very important for South Africa, 
because hopeful leadership and high trust levels have significantly greater 
benefits than laissez-faire or negative leadership behaviours (Lee, Gillespie, 
Mann & Wearing 2010).  
 
2.4.4 Research and models of hope 
Harris & Larsen (2008) claims that psychological research into hope has 
expanded over the last 20 years revealing that hope is a complex and 
multidimensional experience.  From most of the hope research that has been 
done, there is a high degree of overlapping in terms of understanding the 
concept.  
 
It was Stephenson (1991, p. 1459) who stated that hope is a process of 
anticipation that involves the interplay of thinking, acting, feeling, and relating, 
and is directed toward a future fulfillment that is personally meaningful. According 
to Snyder et al. (2005) higher hope is virtually always related to more beneficial 
life outcomes. Vaillot, (1970) states that it is also true that leading researchers in 
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hope believe it to be essential to engagement in life, claiming that life loses 
purpose without hope.  
 
Dufault & Martocchio (1985) developed a model of hope that differentiated 
between (1) generalised hope and (2) particularised hope.  Generalised hope 
refers to a generalised outcome (i.e. I trust that life can be good to me), while 
particularised hope refers to a particular valued outcome or state of being (i.e. I 
hope to see my granddaughter marry). 
 
During the last decade, South African managers have had to learn to adjust to 
the new “flat world” scenario.  Globalisation has become part of the business 
landscape and international competition has established a new set of standards 
for business survival. Roodt (1997) states that the average South African 
business manager has to deal with even with bigger challenges. They have to 
deal with post-apartheid organisational cultures; with heightened ethnic and 
language diversity; with legally sanctioned affirmative action and its 
consequences; adverse labour relations with unions and its tendency toward 
open conflict and labour violence and the continually widening gap between the 
“haves” and the “have nots” in terms of education, opportunities and income 
levels. 
 
Luthans et al. (2004, p. 513) is of the view that: 
At first glance, taking a positive perspective and the use of 
hope seems like just idle chatter and wishful thinking, instead 
of facing up to the harsh realities facing today’s South African 
organisational leaders. Positive organisational behaviour 
(POB) is indeed relevant to South African organisational 
leaders. 
 
Furthermore, Luthans et al. (2007) posit that it appears that the development of 
hope in  South African organisational leaders is what is needed to assist them in 
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breaking away from the negative historical influences as well as creating a vision 
to help solve the challenges they are currently facing. They further state that a 
lack of hope can be very destructive. It is thus suggested that leaders in an 
organisational setting must develop expectations of hope even in the challenging 
context of South Africa.  
 
Luthans & Jensen (2002) conducted a research study and examined the positive 
impact of hope amongst entrepreneurs. The research results have shown that 
higher hope entrepreneurs express greater satisfaction with their business 
ownership and consider themselves as being better compensated than their 
lower hope colleagues. Evidence from the research results conducted by 
Peterson and Luthans (2003) show that higher hope organisational leaders 
showed significantly better work unit performance, subordinate retention and 
satisfaction of work outcomes, than low-hope leaders.  
 
Avey et al. (2008) are of the view that people who are high in hope possess the 
uncanny ability to generate multiple pathways to accomplishing their tasks. This 
psychological resource continuously provides hope that the goal will be 
accomplished. They also state that those with high hope design tasks in such a 
way that keeps them highly motivated to attain success in the task at hand. 
 
Therefore, Luthans et al. (2004, p. 523) propose that hope can assist South 
African organisational leaders to address their challenges. According to them, 
they  propose: 
… that through the development of hope, the willpower will 
be strengthened and the alternate pathways will increase the 
potential for attaining organisational goals to contribute to 
competitive advantage on not only the African continent, but 
also the global economy. 
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Hope is without any doubt a crucial element in today’s management skills 
inventory.  
 
2.4.5 Empirical Hope research in South Africa 
Richardson, Cook and Hofmeyr (2011) conducted qualitative research amongst 
followers of high-hope leaders in South Africa in order to establish what high-
hope leaders do. They posit that it takes a more mindful, emotionally mature and 
skilled leader to effectively mix the hard and the soft aspects of leadership, and 
apply this successfully in the workplace in such a way that it benefits the 
organisation and the individual. 
 
The study specifically focused on three questions: 
• What is it that leaders do to generate hope in their followers? 
• How do high-hope leaders’ actions affect their followers’ feelings and 
intentions? 
• How do high-hope leaders’ actions affect their followers’ perceptions of 
their performance on the job? 
 
2.4.5.1 Characteristics of the sample in the high-hope study of 
Richardson, Cook and Hofmeyr (2011) 
This qualitative study consisted of an initial sample of 145 part-time Master of 
Business Administration (MBA) students who mostly work private sector 
companies.  Each student was asked electronically to indicate whether their 
immediate manager generates hope in them. The sample to be interviewed was 
taken from those respondents who answered in the affirmative. A total of 40 
(27%) students responded. Those who were available and geographically 
accessible were selected to be interviewed. On this basis, nine followers of high-
hope leaders were interviewed. Of the followers who were interviewed, five were 
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2.4.5.2 Research design  
The 145 respondents were asked electronically to respond to the following five 
questions: 
1. I come away from interactions with my manager feeling totally 
hopeless/without hope. 
2. I sometimes feel hopeful after interacting with my manager. 
3. I have not encountered any impact on my sense of hope after interacting 
with my manager. 
4. I sometimes feel quite hopeful after interacting with my manager. 
5. I almost always find myself feeling more hopeful after interacting with my 
manager. 
 
40 (27%) MBA students responded of which nine respondents were interviewed 
in face-to-face interviews of approximately sixty minutes each. The following five 
semi-structured questions were digitally recorded with the permission of each 
participant. 
1. What is it that your manager does to generate hope in you? 
2. How important is this (working for a high-hope leader) to you? 
3. How does this high-hope behaviour make you feel? 
4. What does this high-hope behaviour make you do? 
5. How does this impact on your perceptions of your performance on the job. 
 
2.4.5.3 Data Analyses 
Ten hours of interview data was analysed using content analysis. The most 
frequent responses were tabulated into three themes and analysed by means of 
thematic analysis. 
 
There was considerable consistency in the observations made by the 
interviewees.  Findings were only recorded when at least two-thirds of the 
interviewees made a specific observation. An independent third person also 
reviewed the interview documentation. The findings of the third person were 
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compared with those of the researchers as confirmation of the accuracy of the 
initial analysis. 
 
2.4.5.4 Results of the high-hope study 
The analysis of the qualitative survey results indicated that the high-hope 
managers share nine common behaviours which generate hope in their followers. 
These results were grouped in terms of the following three areas: 
• Personal competence 
- The leaders have high levels of personal competence and credibility, 
and are personally very intelligent and successful. 
• Affirming followers 
- High-hope leaders trust their people implicitly, and refrain from micro- 
managing them. 
- High-hope leaders empower their people. 
- High-hope leaders are keen developers of people. 
- High-hope leaders are accessible; they make themselves available to 
their people. 
- High-hope leaders believe in their people and believe the best about 
them. 
- High-hope leaders are good communicators, and willingly share 
knowledge and information with followers. 
• Driving high performance. 
-  High-hope leaders relentlessly drive high performance. 
-  High-hope leaders inspire their subordinates to work hard, and 
contribute large amounts of discretionary effort. 
 
Richardson et al. (2011, p. 63) produced a check list of the personal attributes 
and competencies exhibited by high-hope leaders and what they do to generate 
hope in his/her subordinates. 
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Table 2.2 Checklist for high-hope leaders 
 
This is what they ARE 
 
This is what they DO 
Personal competence and credibility 
• They achieve personal success 
• Highly qualified 
• Knowledgeable about most aspects of 
the business 
Believe in their people 
• Followers are certain that their leader 
believes in them 
• Leader encourages and champions 
followers in their development 
• Guides and supports career growth 
Trust their people implicitly 
• Trust their followers to get on with the 
job 
• Trust leads to freedom to get on with 
the job 
• Measure outputs rather than inputs 
• Enable followers to act 
Refrain from micromanaging 
Empower their people 
• Followers are provided with the tools to 
do the job 
• Leader plays a guiding and coaching 
role 
• Followers can make their own 
decisions 
Keen developers of people 
• Ability to identify potential 
• Leaders invest their own time in 
developing others 
• Followers feel special and valued 
Accessible and available 
• Despite large workloads they find time 
to be available 
• Open door policy 
Relentlessly drives high performance 
• Strong focus on results 
• Tell people where they stand, 
supportively 
• Set high standards 
Good communicator, willing to share 
knowledge and information 
• Lots of formal and informal 
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communication 
• Leader shares personal experience 
and knowledge 
• Communication builds trust, self-
esteem and loyalty 
Inspires subordinates to work hard 
• Leader ensures followers deliver 
highest standard  of work 
• Followers motivated to achieve what 
the leader expects 
• Followers feel motivated, inspired and 
passionate 
Richardson et al. (2011) 
 
2.4.5.5 Conclusions of the High-Hope study 
High-hope leaders in business skillfully balance both hard and soft leadership 
capabilities. The followers of high-hope leaders explain what they are doing right: 
they are credible and competent, they empower and trust their people, they make 
themselves available to their people, they believe in their people and they keep 
them informed.  
 
Richardson et al. (2011, p. 63) conclude the research of high-hope leaders: 
Finally, the “soft skills” are undoubtedly becoming a critical 
component of success in the “hard” field of business. One of 
these soft skills is the ability to generate hope in followers at both 
a personal and an organisational level – to cheer them on, 
inspire them and keep them going when they are exhausted and 
demotivated. 
 
2.4.5.6 Comments made by authors about the rigor of the study 
As previously stated, hope is a relatively new concept in both the academic and 
business world of South Africa. The author could not find articles by other 
 65 
 
academics, scholars and/or authors who could comment on the rigor of the study. 
This study was published in 2011.  
 
2.4.5.7 Implications of the results 
Richardson et al. (2011) has started a renewed interest in the PSYCAP variable 
of hope. Hope and hopefulness are concepts that have been under-explored 
within the South African business arena. This research study is paving the way 
for follow-up research to be conducted on hope in the workplace and its benefit to 
business leaders in general. 
 
2.4.6 Summary 
Hope is defined by Snyder, et al. (1996) as a positive motivational state that is 
based on an interactively derived sense of successful (1) agency (goal directed 
energy) and (2) pathways (planning and ways to meet goals). Furthermore, 
Richardson et al. (2011) describe how high-hope leaders influence followers 
towards achieving their organisational objectives and goals. This can be done by 
fully understanding the expectations of their subordinates, inspiring their followers 
to pursue a common vision, triggering motivation by setting goals together with 
followers, and providing the support to subordinates needed for their business 
plans and goal attainment. 
 
2.5 The Psychological Capital variable of SELF-EFFICACY 
2.5.1 Definition of self-efficacy 
Technology still dominates, but according the Luthans and Peterson (2002) 
human resources and how they are managed is receiving increased attention in 
the analysis of gaining a global competitive advantage. Over the past three 
decades, self-efficacy has emerged as a major variable that may help explain 
and predict work-related effectiveness (and Workplace Well-being). As proposed 
by Bandura (1997), efficacy is “one’s conviction, or confidence about his or her 
abilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of action 
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needed to successfully execute a specific task within a given context”. Murphy 
and Ensher (1999) defines leadership self-efficacy as a “leader’s estimate of his 
or her ability to fulfill the leadership role”, whereas Paglis and Green (2002) 
define leadership self-efficacy as a person’s judgment that he or she can 
successfully exert leadership by setting a direction for the work group, building 
relationships with followers in order to gain commitment to change goals, and 
working with them to overcome obstacles to change.  
 
Luthans et al. (2007, p.38) indicate that self-efficacious people are distinguished 
by five important characteristics: 
 
Table 2.3 Characteristics of efficacious people 
Five characteristics of highly efficacious people 
1. Efficacious people set very high goals for themselves and self-select into 
difficult tasks. 
2. Efficacious people welcome and thrive on challenge. 
3. Efficacious people are highly self-motivated. 
4. Efficacious people invest the necessary effort to accomplish their goals. 
5. When efficacious people are faced with obstacles, they persevere. 
 
2.5.2 Towards self-efficacy 
Maddux (2005, p.278) explains that one of the best ways to understand the 
concept of self-efficacy is to contrast it with related concepts. 
• Self-efficacy is not a perceived skill; it is what I believe I can do with my 
skills under certain circumstances.  
• Self-efficacy beliefs are not simply predictions about behaviour. Self-
efficacy is not concerned with what I believe I will do but with what I 
believe I can do. 
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• Self-efficacy beliefs are not causal attributions. They are my beliefs about 
what I am capable of doing. 
• Self-efficacy is not an intention to behave or an intention to attain a 
particular goal. Intentions are influenced by efficacy beliefs. 
• Self-efficacy is not self-esteem. Efficacy beliefs in a given domain will 
contribute to my self-esteem only in direct proportion to the importance 
that I place on that domain. 
• Self-efficacy is not a motive, drive or need for control, because I can have 
a strong need for control in a particular domain and still hold weak beliefs 
about efficacy in the same domain. 
 
Self-efficacy is defined as beliefs about your ability to coordinate skills and 
abilities to attain desired goals in particular domains and circumstances (Maddux, 
2005).  
 
2.5.3. Confidence and efficacy 
Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman and Combs, (2006) state that people with high 
confidence do not wait for challenging goals to be set for them; they continuously 
challenge themselves. People with low confidence are shown to have self-doubt, 
skepticism, negative feedback, social criticism, obstacles and setbacks, and even 
repeated failure. According to Porter (2011, p. 449), Luthans (personal 
communication, 13 January, 2010) when asked about the operational definition of 
confidence, he responded that “it is basically self-efficacy”.  
 
 Porter (2011) studied the POB construct of confidence and researched whether 
it can be used interchangeably with the construct of self-efficacy. The construct of 
confidence is primarily based on the work of Bandura (1997). He further stated 
that the probability that people will estimate that they can take on a particular task 
is a demonstration of their self-efficacy. Bandura (1986) describes self-efficacy as 
a core belief in motivation, well-being and accomplishments. He states that 
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“confidence is simply the strength” behind the human agency and self-efficacy. 
Porter (2011) posits that there is clearly dissention among theorists regarding the 
definitions of each of the constructs of confidence and self-efficacy. It is clear that 
researchers have not proved empirically whether confidence and self-efficacy 
can be used interchangeably. 
 
It is Heuven, Bakker, Schaufeli, and Huisman (2006) who stipulate that self-
efficacy reduces stress and increases motivation when facing difficult, novel or 
threatening tasks such as emotionally charged client interactions. Bandura 
(1977) states that highly efficacious individuals are found to be less anxious and 
frustrated and suffer less from stressful situations. 
 
Self-efficacy, unlike personality traits which are relatively fixed, is state-like and 
dynamic. Self-efficacy can change over time with new information, new 
experiences and new learning. Furthermore, Luthans and Peterson (2002) posit 
that self-efficacy is adaptable to human resource development and management 
for performance management.  
 
According to Bandura (1996) self-efficacious individuals hold stronger beliefs in 
their ability to successfully perform task situations. They set more challenging 
goals for themselves, persist longer and are better in dealing with failure 
experiences than persons low in self-efficacy (Bandura, 1996). Similarly, 
individuals with high levels of self-efficacy are found to use different and more 
effective coping strategies than individuals low in self-efficacy (Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984). 
 
Luthans & Peterson (2002, p. 377) are of the view that: 
self-efficacy has been shown to be a better predictor 
of work performance than traditional workplace 
attitudes, personality traits, educational level, training 
and skill, goal setting and feedback interventions. 
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Leaders are constantly required to learn and develop. Given the rapid change 
and the complexities in business, today’s leaders need to learn and develop 
multiple skills and abilities to be effective and successful. The question that gives 
focus to the present research arises from the observation that some people are 
better than others at developing these skills. According to Machida and 
Schaubroeck (2011) they believe that self-efficacy individuals’ belief in their 
abilities concerning particular behavioural domains in different forms and through 
different processes is a key part of the answer to this question. 
  
Avey, Reichard, Luthans and Mhatre (2011) explain that individuals high in 
PSYCAP are likely to be energized and exert effort that is manifested in higher 
performance over extended periods of time. This is because those individuals 
higher in self-efficacy apply effort toward goals they personally believe they are 
capable of achieving. 
 
Luthans et al. (2010) state that efficacy differs from the other positive 
psychological constructs, because efficacy is a belief within the boundaries of a 
specific task. Optimism is referred to by Luthans et al. (2010, p.42) as: 
a general expectation of positive outcomes. 
 
Efficacy is a perception or belief about the process and results of applying one’s 
personal abilities, whereas optimism is a positive expectation about outcomes 
that is less connected to one’s personal ability (Luthans et al. 2010). 
 
2.5.4 Developing PSYCAP efficacy in managers and employees 
Bandura (1997c) has demonstrated that efficacy can be developed through the 
opportunities to experience mastery and success; through vivid learning and 
modeling; through social persuasion and positive feedback; and through 
psychological and physiological arousal and well-being. Luthans et al. (2007) 
state that efficacy-building experiences can take place through highly focused 
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workplace micro-interventions, as well as through simple less formal initiatives 
and even through spontaneous life events. 
 
2.5.4.1 The four major sources of efficacy 
 a) Mastery and successful experiences to develop efficacy 
Luthans et al. (2007, p.44) argue that while “practice makes 
perfect,” it is success that builds confidence.  
 b) Vivid learning and modeling to develop efficacy 
Through cognitive processes, such as the vivid learning and 
modeling, people can also build their own confidence by observing 
others’ mastery experiences and successes, as well as their 
mistakes and failures.  
c) Social persuasion and positive feedback to develop efficacy 
Just by hearing that others have confidence in you and provide 
positive feedback on your progress, can transform your self-
doubting beliefs into efficacy expectancies.  
d) Psychological and physiological arousal and well-being 
People’s emotional states (or, arousal) and their psychological and 
physiological well-being can contribute to their efficacy.  
 
2.5.5 Summary 
According to Bandura (1997), efficacy is one’s conviction (or confidence) about 
his or her abilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of 
action needed to successfully execute a specific task within a given context. 
Efficacy can also be developed through the opportunities to experience mastery 
and success; through vivid learning and modeling; through social persuasion and 
positive feedback; and through psychological and physiological arousal and well-
being. 
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2.6 The Psychological Capital variable of RESILIENCE 
Sutcliffe and Vogus (2003) refer to resilience as the maintenance of positive 
adjustment under challenging conditions.  Sutcliffe and Vogus (2003, p. 96) state 
that resilience often has been used to refer to a characteristic or capacity of 
individuals or organisations, or specifically: 
(1) the ability to absorb strain and preserve (or improve) 
functioning despite the presence of adversity (both internal 
adversity – such as rapid change, lousy leadership, performance 
and production pressures – and external adversity – such as 
increasing competition and demands from stakeholders) or 
 (2) an ability to recover or bounce back from untoward events. 
 
Masten & Reed’s (2005) view is that there is little dispute that there are 
individuals whom most people would consider “resilient” by almost any definition.  
A significant challenge for organisational decision-makers and managers has 
always been to deal with unexpected changes in their organisation’s 
environments (Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2010). Sudden changes have often been 
framed in the context of disruptions to economic systems and activities and have 
resulted in calls for understanding and developing risk and crises adaptation 
mechanisms. 
 
Wilmshurst, Peele and Wilmshurst (2011) compare risk with resilience. They 
posit that studies of risk aim to identify those factors that contribute to 
maladaptive behaviour, while studies of resilience tend to focus on the strengths 
that contribute to adaptive behaviour, such as competence and positive well-
being, in spite of adversity.  
 
It was Luthans (2002 b, p. 696) who directed the definition of resilience to 
the workplace: 
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“Resilience is the positive psychological capacity to rebound, to 
‘bounce back’ from adversity, uncertainty, conflict, failure, or even 
positive change, progress and increased responsibility”. 
 
The resilience levels of employees have been positively related to their 
level of job satisfaction, commitment, and happiness (Larson & Luthans, 
2006).   
 
As stated by Walumbwa et al. (2010) leaders who are efficacious, optimistic, and 
resilient invest the effort and persistence needed to succeed, tend to have 
positive expectations about their environment, and bounce back from adversity or 
failure. Yammarino, Dionne, Schriesheim and Dansereau, (2008, p. 694) state: 
 that they would expect followers to mimic their 
supervisors’ behaviour such that the positive supervisor 
states are transferred to their followers.  
 
This transfer may occur through the process whereby positivity displayed by 
leaders may “rub off” on followers.  
 
2.6.1 Hardiness is a key to resilience 
What makes an individual resilient? Maddi, Harvey, Khoshaba, Fazel & 
Resurreccion (2009) have established through research that hardiness is a 
fundamental key to resiliency for not only surviving amidst challenging trauma, 
but also thriving under stress. They researched the downsizing program of 
13,000 employees in one year from a large Telecommunication Company, Illinois 
Bell Telephone Company (IBT). The decision to downsize created great adversity 
and trauma for many employees. The majority of staff (two-thirds) suffered great 
discomfort which resulted in a decline in performance, leadership and health. 
They felt severely disoriented and demoralized (Maddi et al., 2009). The other 
third of employees actually thrived during this period despite experiencing the 
same trauma, upheaval, disruption and stress. According to Maddi et al., (2009), 
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the scrutiny of the psychological research data accumulated during their research 
at IBT identified hardiness as the basis for this resiliency under these cataclysmic 
stresses. These managers maintained their health, performance levels and 
experienced renewed enthusiasm after the downsizing exercise (Maddi, 2004). 
 
Mallak (1998, p.10) proposes the following resilience principles that can assist 
managers to become more resilient: 
 
Table 2.4 Principles of resilience 
Principle Putting the principle to work 
Perceive experiences constructively 
Even if the experience causes pain, find a 
positive angle and move forward 
 
Perform positive adaptive behaviour 
 
Perceive change as an opportunity, not as a 
threat. Allow responses to adapt to the needs 
of the situation, rather than execute ineffective 
programmed responses. 
 
Ensure adequate external resources 
 
Ensure adequate external resources to allow 
positive adaption to approach a wide variety of 
possible events. 
 
Expand decision-making boundaries 
 
Provide greater decision-making authority to 
allow positive adaptive responses and the use 
of resources to achieve the objective. 
 
Practice bricolage 
 
Develop the ability to create solutions on the 
spot using materials on hand. 
 
Develop tolerance for uncertainty 
 
Develop the ability to make decisions with less 
than the desired amount of information. 
 
Build virtual role systems. 
 
In a team individuals have a shared 
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understanding of the team’s mission and can fill 
in wherever needed to ensure smooth 
functioning of the team. 
 
Harrington and Rayner (2010) state that resilience is linked to bravery and that 
acting ethically may involve overcoming obstacles or criticism and there may be 
short-term negative consequences for the individual. Resilience enables 
individuals to overcome these consequences to bounce back and maintain their 
sense of hope, optimism and self-efficacy. 
 
In understanding resilience, Coutu (2002) believes it to be neither good nor bad. 
It is merely the skill and the capacity to be robust under conditions of enormous 
stress and change. Values, positive or negative, are more important for 
organisational resilience than having resilient people on the payroll. If resilient 
employees are all interpreting reality in different ways, their decisions and actions 
may well conflict, calling into doubt the survival of their organisation. As the 
weakness of an organisation becomes apparent, Coutu (2002) reports that highly 
resilient employees are more likely to reject the organisation than to jeopardize 
their own survival. 
 
Luthans et al., (2010, p.47) state that “resilience can be developed”. Work in the 
clinical and positive psychology, as well as human resource development support 
the view that resilience can be developed through training interventions.  
 
2.6.2 Research and resilience 
From the current empirical research results available, it is clear that resilience in 
the business arena has not been thoroughly researched. Resilience has been 
researched with other PSYCAP variables such as hope and optimism. The 
literature suggests that the presence of resilience is possible amongst American 
business leaders. What is not known is whether there is a relationship between 
resilience and organisational well-being, especially amongst South African 
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managers.  The present study has as one of its research objectives to investigate 
whether a relationship exists between the independent variable of resilience and 
the dependent construct of Workplace Well-being. 
 
The rate of change in organisations and the demands faced by employees do not 
appear to be slowing down. It is Daft (2004) who contends that considering the 
turmoil and flux inherent in today’s organisations, the mindset needed by 
organisational leaders is to expect the unexpected and be prepared for rapid 
change and potential crises. 
 
2.6.3 Summary 
Resilience has not been researched in South Africa as a single variable in 
relation to Workplace Well-being. It was Maddi et al. (2009) who established that 
hardiness is a key to resiliency, not only to survive trauma, but also to operate 
under stressful situations. The principles of resilience are also covered in detail. 
Empirical research results state that resilience in the business arena has not 
been thoroughly researched. It is the objective of the present study to establish 
whether a relationship exists between resilience and Workplace Well-being.  
 
2.7 The Psychological Capital variable of OPTIMISM 
2.7.1 Definition of Optimism 
Carver & Scheier (2002) depict optimism in positive psychology as both a 
positive future expectation open to development and an explanatory / attribution 
style interpreting negative events as external, temporary, and situation specific, 
and positive events as having the opposite causes, i.e. personal, permanent and 
pervasive (Seligman, 1998). Avey et al. (2011) state that individuals higher in 
PSYCAP are likely to be energized, make internal attributions and have positive 
expectations about results (hope). Carver and Scheier (2002) further note that 
when people have a positive expectancy, they will continue to put forth effort 
even in the face of increasing adversity. By contrast, pessimists often lack the 
positive expectation of a desirable outcome to even initiate an action toward 
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arriving at the desired outcome. Thus, it follows that increased effort would 
generally lead optimists to perform better than pessimists (Luthans et al., 2010). 
 
Seligman (1998) defines optimism as making an internal, relatively stable, and 
global attribution regarding positive events such as goal achievement, and an 
external, relatively unstable, and specific cause for negative events like a failed 
attempt at reaching a goal. Furthermore, Luthans (2002) aligns him to the 
organisational context of the research that has been done by Seligman on 
realistic optimism, which is grounded in reality. This realistic optimism according 
to Peterson and Luthans (2003) factors in the capabilities of the perceiver and is 
therefore grounded in nature. Seligman (1998) has found that optimism specific 
to the workplace had a significant and positive relationship with performance 
levels. Seligman (1998) further states that optimism can be developed, which he 
termed “learned optimism.” This view is also supported by Carver and Scheier 
(2002) who conclude that “change in an optimistic direction is possible” through 
developmental interventions. Norman et al. (2010) have also found that optimism 
had a significant and positive relationship with one’s work happiness and job 
satisfaction / organisational well-being.    
 
2.7.2 Research evidence and Optimism 
Optimism as an independent variable in the workplace has to date not been 
thoroughly researched, while ample research evidence exists which confirms that 
optimism has been explored in Health and Counseling Psychology, as well as in 
Cultural Sociology (Bennett, 2011).  As a result, business leaders have not 
developed a sensitivity towards optimism and therefore they have overlooked the 
power and energy of optimism, which is a strong strategic capability of the 
management team.  
 
Bennett (2011, p.311) has done research based on the general applicability of 
optimism.  The findings are summarised as follows: 
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• Religion has a bearing on the development of optimism with the 
fundamentalist religions generating more optimism than the liberal 
religions. 
•  Those individuals who display the “biggest” form of intellectual pessimism, 
will always be found nurturing a zone of optimism, however small.  
• An optimistic orientation and disposition are closely linked to ‘superior’ 
psychosocial adaptation to a myriad of medical stressors such as coronary 
arteries bypass surgery, childbirth, bone marrow transplantation, HIV-
positive status and cancer. 
• Without optimism there would be no families, because there would be no 
commitment to re-produce and to nurture a future generation. 
• It appears that optimists would form satisfactory social relationships with 
considerably less difficulty than pessimists.  
• People with high expectations of success, which is a major component of 
optimism, have shown to have more robust coping mechanisms and 
display more tenacity in the face of great difficulty than those with lower 
expectations. 
• People with high optimism levels tend to work harder and longer hours 
and design more effective problem solving strategies. 
• Optimists tend to have a ‘global processing bias’, while pessimists tend to 
become absorbed in one component of it.  
• Optimism finds expression in all aspects of business life, from the Vision 
and Mission statements to the most insignificant of business meetings. 
 
Bennett (2011) concludes his research by indicating that optimism has yet to be 
fully formulated.  
 
Luthans et al. (2008) state that empirical research on optimism is just emerging. 
The outcomes of the present study will contribute to the body of knowledge on 
optimism within the business environment in South Africa. 
 78 
 
Chemers, Watson and May (2000) stated that one category of personality traits 
that has not figured prominently in the empirical leadership literature, is affective 
dispositions such as confidence and optimism. During the last decade, these 
dispositions have been the research topic of many prominent Industrial and 
Organisational Psychologists (Luthans 2012). Chemers et al. (2000) state that 
business leaders with greater levels of self-esteem, self-efficacy or optimism, 
should be calmer and more thoughtful, more motivated and enthusiastic, and 
more resilient and perseverant than less positive leaders. They continue their 
argument by stating that these characteristics should elicit  positive judgments of 
leadership capability from others (superiors or followers) and may affect 
leadership performance.  
 
Munyon, Hochwarter & Perrewe, (2009, p.1510) describe the research findings of 
optimism and state that high and low optimism individuals bring these capabilities 
into the workplace and therefore can also be associated with the business 
environment. Munyon et al. (2009) highlight the following research results of 
optimism: 
 
Table 2.5 High and Low optimism individuals. 
 
High optimism Individuals 
 
Low optimism Individuals 
… are filled with hope regarding their behavioural 
expectancies for the future. 
… possess fewer resources which include under 
developed social networks and personal resources. 
… are positively associated with social network 
development and the acquisition of personal 
resources (leadership and social status). 
… also may set lower objectives and goals and 
exert less effort in achieving these goals. 
Organisational citizenship behaviour poses a 
potential threat for these individuals because they 
lack the resources and effort to perform to 
acceptable organisational standards. 
 
… can effectively cope with stress and burnout 
resulting from work demands. 
… possess sufficient resources to engage at a low 
to moderate level of organisational citizenship, 
because such levels require less perseverance, 
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effort and trade-offs with task performance.  
… are liked more and attract friends more readily, 
thus have higher quality social relationships and 
therefore have a social buffer against tough work 
demands. 
… lack the persistence, social networks and 
personal resources to perform at high levels of 
citizenship behaviour. The use of scarce personal 
resources become increasingly challenging to 
individuals low in optimism. 
… tend to persevere in achieving goals that are 
complex and achieve them more regularly than low 
optimism individuals.  
... tend to enjoy lower well-being and satisfaction 
levels as their pro-social success is at lower levels.  
… enjoy higher pro-social success which plays a 
pivotal role in shaping employee well-being and 
satisfaction. 
… also positively influence their self-perception 
concerning their work performance with greater 
opportunities for organisational citizenship 
behaviour. 
 
2.7.3 Empirical Research study 
Youssef and Luthans (2007) have found that high correlations exist between the 
three PSYCAP variables of hope, resilience and optimism and well-being in the 
organisation. They state that it is important to emphasize that these three 
capacities should not be viewed as a comprehensive, exhaustive taxonomy of 
what constitutes Positive Organizational Behaviour.  These capacities are 
intended to be three largely overlooked positive resource capacities that are 
being proposed that may make a positive contribution to the better understanding 
of POB and have a significant impact on organisational life today. 
 
Youssef and Luthans (2007) refer to realistic, flexible optimism that can be 
learned and developed through recognized approaches such as forgiving and 
leniency for the past, appreciation of the present and opportunity seeking of the 
future. They further conclude that optimism can validly and reliably be measured 
and has a recognised performance impact in the work setting. 
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Realistic and flexible optimism can help protect even a very 
hopeful individual from striving for unrealistic goals. It can 
mitigate a self-inflicted sense of guilt and personal responsibility 
when the constant emergence and escalation of blockages and 
problems threatens to render a goal unachievable (Youssef and 
Luthans, 2007, p.779). 
 
2.7.3.1 Method of the study 
Two studies were conducted by Youssef and Luthans (2007) to establish 
whether relationships exist between PSYCAP and work outcomes. 
 
Table 2.6 Comparison of the study characteristics between Study 1 and 2 
 
Characteristics of the study 
 
Study 1 
 
Study 2 
Sample specifics Convenient sample Convenient sample 
Sample size 1032 employees 232 employees  
Sample range 135 organisations 32 organisations. 
Male / Female 44% / 56% 53% / 47% 
Racial mix 75% Caucasian. Rest Asian, 
Hispanics and African Americans 
84% Caucasian. Rest Asian, 
Hispanics and African 
Americans  
Ages 19 to 74 years 23 to 74 years 
Years of education 4 to 26 years 10 to 25 years 
Tenure 6 months to 41 years 1 to 38 years 
 
Data was collected from consenting employees using a standardized survey 
measuring hope, optimism, resilience, job satisfaction, work happiness, 
organisational commitment and self-reported performance.  
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2.7.3.2 Preliminary results of Study 1 
Youssef and Luthans (2007) report that the variables tested were significantly 
positively correlated (p<.01), providing support for the first Hypothesis 1, i.e. 
Employee’s hope, optimism, and resilience are positively related to the work 
related outcomes of job performance, job satisfaction, work happiness, and 
organisational commitment. None of the first order correlations among hope, 
optimism and resilience exceeded .6, which provides at least initial support for 
discriminant validity of the work-related outcomes. All of the study variables were 
likely to be normally distributed, as none of the skewness and kurtosis statistics 
exceeded +/- 2. 
 
2.7.3.3 Preliminary results of Study 2 
With the exception of the relationship between the employees’ optimism and their 
organisational commitment and between their resilience and their formal 
performance appraisal results, all the other variables were significantly positively 
correlated, providing initial support Hypothesis 1. None of the first order 
correlations among hope, optimism and resilience exceeded .6, which again 
support the discriminant validity of the work-related outcomes. None of the 
skewness and kurtosis statistics exceeded +/- 2, which indicates that the Study 2 
variables were likely to be normally distributed. 
 
2.7.3.4 Research summary 
Youssef and Luthans (2007) state that, when the PSYCAP capacities are applied 
to the workplace, both conceptual analysis and research on the PSYCAP 
capacities are scarce and fragmented. This is despite the fact that there is a well-
established theoretical foundation and supporting empirical evidence on 
constructs such as hope, optimism and resilience in positive psychology.  
 
The results of Study 1 support significant positive relationships among the 
contributions of hope, optimism, and resilience to job satisfaction and work 
happiness. 
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Despite positive correlations among hope, optimism, and 
resilience, in relation to performance and organisational 
commitment, the hypotheses were supported only for hope in 
relation to performance and hope and resilience in relation to 
organisational commitment (Youssef and Luthans, 2007, p. 792). 
 
The results of Study 2 support the relationships among the unique contributions 
of employee optimism to more objective performance, job satisfaction, work 
happiness and organisational commitment. As this research study was 
performed in the USA, further studies are needed to establish whether the 
findings will apply across cultures. 
 
2.7.4 Optimism in perspective 
Optimists benefit in a variety of ways from their sunny personality. Carver and 
Scheier (2002) suggest that optimists’ expectancies of positive outcomes usually 
lead to persistence and the achievement of goals in the face of adversity and 
difficulty. At the other end of the continuum, the negative expectancies of 
pessimists lead to withdrawal. Gibson and Sanbonmatsu (2004, p. 157) state 
that: 
 The benefits of optimism may accrue primarily in situations in 
which this persistence is rewarded. Unfortunately, not all 
situations and tasks lead to positive outcomes. Gambling is one 
important domain in which persistence is unlikely to be 
consistently rewarded and in which dispositional optimism may 
be a liability.  
 
In gambling, optimists do not benefit from their sunny disposition.  Optimists are 
likely to develop unrealistic expectations, perceive a loss as a near win and 
persist in gambling in the face of losses. Gibson and Sanbonmatsu (2004) state 
that the poor odds of gambling, will almost always ensure that the persistence of 
an optimist will eventually result in worse outcomes than would withdrawal. 
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Gibson and Sanbonmatsu (2004) summarise their research by stating that 
personality traits evolve because they create the opportunity for individuals to 
adapt to specific circumstances in which they live. Although an individual 
characteristic such as optimism may be helpful and positive in one situation, it 
may be a liability in other situations. Optimism may pay off in forgiving societies 
such as the United States where resources and opportunities are generally in 
abundance. In harsher environments where resources are few and opportunities 
are bleak, pessimism may prevail.  
 
2.7.5 Summary 
From the above discussion, it seems clear that empirical research on optimism in 
organisational settings is just emerging (Luthans, 2008). High correlations exist 
between the three PSYCAP variables of hope, resilience and optimism and well-
being in the organisation (Youssef and Luthans, 2007). The present research 
study will attempt to establish statistical correlations between the PSYCAP 
variable of optimism and the work- place well-being construct of managers in the 
automotive industry in South Africa. 
 
2.8 The independent variable of TRUST 
For the purpose of the present study, a second research focus, i.e. Workplace 
Trust was included as an independent variable. 
 
Workplace trust can be defined as a psychological state comprising the intention 
to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or 
behaviour of another, (Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang & Avey, 2009). Furthermore, 
Dirks and Ferrin (2002) have provided research evidence that the direct leader 
appears to be a particularly important referent of trust. Within the context of the 
present study, trust levels of the members of management levels of an 
organisation will be researched. For the purpose of this research project, it has 
been decided to concentrate on the following workplace trust levels: a) trust in 
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the organisation, b) trust in the immediate manager and c) trust in co-workers / 
colleagues. 
 
In this study it is anticipated that PSYCAP and workplace trust will have a 
positive relationship with the variables of Workplace Well-being of managers, i.e. 
1) work satisfaction; 2) organisational respect for the employee; 3) employer care 
and 4) intrusion of work into private life (Parker & Hyett, 2011). Thus, the purpose 
of this study is to add to the ever growing line of research on what has been 
termed the relationship between positive psychological capital (PSYCAP), 
workplace trust and Workplace Well-being. While PSYCAP has yielded support 
for relations with workplace performance, (Luthans & Avolio et al., 2007), there 
have been limited studies on other important employee outcomes, such as 
Workplace Well-being.  
 
2.8.1 Previous research on trust 
One of the most difficult decisions to make is whether to trust another person. 
While trust in individuals has been correctly understood as being affected by 
individual characteristics, interpersonal interactions, and institutional 
environments, in an organisational context, the decision is further complicated. 
Perrone et al. (2003) state that organisational structures, processes, and the 
culture of an organisation all shape the behaviour of its members and influence 
their interactions, making attributions about the motives and intentions behind 
individual behaviour which are not straightforward.  One way that organisational 
context affects individual behaviour is through roles. 
 
Fleig-Palmer & Schoorman (2011) believe that the key to the definition of trust is 
the notion that the trusting party is vulnerable to and relies on another party; thus, 
trust is defined as the willingness to take risks and its outcome is risk taking in 
the relationship.  The existence of trust in a mentoring relationship, as well as the 
relationship between that of a manager and his or her subordinate, allows the 
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employee to take risks because he/she is confident of being accepted by the 
manager even if mistakes are made during the learning process.  
 
2.8.2 Empirical research regarding trust 
The literature on trust seems to be plentiful and over-exposed, but neither 
straightforward nor clearly defined (Hay, 2002).  Trust is a complex topic that 
does not easily lend itself to empirical study (Reinke, 2004). Similarly, Basso 
(2004) states that there are many concepts related to organisational 
effectiveness, like trust, that are difficult to define. Therefore, this could be the 
reason why efforts to improve trust have been infrequent and sometimes difficult 
to initiate.  
 
According to Reinke (2004) a number of trust definitions have emerged from 
empirical research. These empirical-trust-definitions can mainly be categorized 
as i) deterrence trust, ii) knowledge-based trust and iii) identification-based trust.  
• Deterrence trust, according to Lewicki & Bunker (1996), refers to the 
consistency of behaviour, i.e. that people in fact do what they say they are 
going to do. The consequence for not maintaining consistency of 
behaviour is punishment. 
• Knowledge-based trust is based on the predictability of behaviour (Lewicki 
& Bunker, 1996). This trust is possible when people have adequate 
knowledge about each other in order to reasonably predict what the other 
party will do under certain circumstances. 
• Identification-based trust finds its grounding in empathy. This form of trust 
occurs when people agree with, understand and empathise with each 
other (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). 
 
These three types of trust happens sequentially (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). A 
relationship between two people begins with deterrence trust. As the relationship 
and communication develop, the relationship between the two people become 
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knowledge-based trust. When the parties develop a mutual understanding, trust 
can develop into identification-based (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). 
 
2.8.3 The trust variable in organisations  
Tan and Tan (2000) state that trust is an essential element in constructive human 
relationships. Golembiewski and McConkie (1975) propose that there is no single 
variable which so thoroughly influences interpersonal and group behaviour as 
does trust. Cook and Wall (1980) confirm that trust between individuals and 
groups is a highly important ingredient in the long-term stability of the 
organisation and the well-being of its members. According to Tan and Tan 
(2000), research on trust in organisations has focused mainly on three areas: 
interpersonal trust, trust in the supervisor and trust in top management. 
 
Trust in the organisation affects levels of organisational commitment and turnover 
intentions, whereas trust in the supervisor affects innovative behaviour and the 
employee’s satisfaction with the supervisor (Tan and Tan, 2002). 
 
In recent organisational literature, trust has been receiving considerable 
attention. Mistzal (1996) indicates that confusion continues with an increased 
mixture of approaches and perspectives. Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) 
state that, while organisational studies are showing an increased interest in 
researching trust, there are problematic areas. They experience difficulties with 
the definitions of trust, such as the vagueness between the trust and risk 
relationship. Also the lack of trust referents in the studies leads to confusing 
analysis in some research studies.  
 
Openness of communication, perceived organisational support, and justice are, 
according to Ferris (2001), examples of organisational aspects that have been 
specified in research as determinants of trust.  Shore & Wayne (1993) suggest 
that perceived organisational support, which can be viewed as a measure of an 
organisation’s concern for its employees, has also been found to influence trust 
 87 
 
at an organisational level. Furthermore, Konovsky & Cropanzano (1991) stipulate 
that trust is also associated with perceived justice within organisations, while 
Carnevale and Wechsler (1992) have found that greater trust resulted from 
employees who felt more secure in their jobs and protected to some degree from 
arbitrary action within the organisation.  These researchers state that secure 
employees are more likely to take risks and trust compared to those who feel 
their jobs are under threat. 
 
Transformational leadership is another variable recognised as a principal 
determinant of trust (Ferres, 2001). Transformational leaders, in contrast to their 
transactional counterparts who rely on contingent rewards, elicit followers’ inner 
motivation to carry out organisational goals. According to Ferris (2001) the most 
effective leaders are generally identified as being transformational rather than 
purely transactional leaders.   
 
Cook and Wall (1980) define trust as the extent to which one is willing to ascribe 
good intentions to, and have confidence in, the words and actions of others. In 
addition to this definition, Cook and Wall (1980) propose two dimensions linked to 
this definition, i.e. faith in the trustworthy actions of others and confidence in the 
ability of others. 
 
Central to the essence of trust, seems to be the idea that trust is based on 
predictability. To trust someone, you have to believe that the other person will act 
in a predictable way in a situation of high trust.  
 
Therefore trust is based on open and honest communication that frequently 
involves being vulnerable and dependent on other employees. Trust is built on 
the anticipation that a decision or a choice can lead to gains or losses, and 
whether a person will gain or lose depends on the behaviour of the other person 
involved. Therefore, an unambiguous awareness exists that the consequential 
loss will eventually be greater than the gain. Accordingly the assumption exists 
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that the other person will likely behave in a manner where reciprocal gain, rather 
than loss, occurs (Shaw, 1997). 
 
The importance of work place trust according to Dirks and Ferrin (2002) is that it 
is strongly related to work attitudes, followed by general citizenship behaviour 
and job performance.  
 
2.8.4 The trust variable of the immediate manager 
The literature has provided us with ample definitions of trust, which includes 
references being made to group and individual trust levels within organisations. It 
was Robinson (1996) who referred to individual trust as one’s expectations or 
beliefs about the likelihood that another’s future action will be beneficial, or at 
least not detrimental, to one’s interests. Trust can therefore be described as a 
person’s sense that another person will protect and maximize the trustor’s 
interest, even though the extent to which the trusted person is expected to 
sacrifice his/her own interests in doing so is not specified (Van Staden, 2007). 
 
Although an element of risk taking and vulnerability is prevalent and synonymous 
with a one-to-one trust relationship, Winston and Patterson (2006) argue that the 
follower’s act of trusting, results in a condition of vulnerability for the follower. Just 
as an act of faith leaves a person vulnerable to the chance of the faith being 
misplaced, it requires the acceptance of the consequences of the leader not 
performing as expected. 
 
Tan and Tan (2000) state that the immediate supervisor acts as a formal link 
between the organisation and the subordinate. Supervisors are directly 
responsible for communicating organisational policies and goals to their 
subordinates. Tan & Tan (2000, p.243) summarise the trust of the subordinate as 
follows: 
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When subordinates trust the supervisor, they may generalise 
such trust to the whole organisation because they may perceive 
the supervisor as representing the organisation. 
 
Cufaude (1999) identifies organisational factors that are normally associated with 
a trust culture within an organisation. They include: 
• The depth and quality of interpersonal relationships 
• Clarity of roles and responsibilities 
• Frequency, timeliness, and forthrightness of communication 
• Competence to get the job done 
• Clarity of shared purpose 
• Direction and vision  
• Honouring promises and commitments 
 
Most of these organisational factors result from the direct behaviour of the leader. 
If these factors are present within an organisation, it is likely that healthy trust 
levels in the organisation will be evident. 
 
2.8.5 Trust in a Colleague 
When studying work teams, it is vital to understand the phenomena which 
determine or influence the team cooperation among the team members. One of 
the phenomena is trust and has received sustained attention in research 
literature (Andrei, Otoiu, Isaila & Baban, 2010). Trust enables cooperative human 
actions, generally influencing group processes and behaviour. 
 
Wong and Fong Boh (2010, p.129) suggest that a reputation for trustworthiness 
is essential for cooperation in social exchanges.  
When individuals are believed to be trustworthy, their colleagues 
normally judge them to have higher levels of integrity and 
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dependability and, thus, are more likely to be respected and to 
cooperate with them. 
 
Andrei et al. (2010, p. 122) state that most research on trust in organisational 
settings focus on trust in leaders / managers and also on trust in the organisation 
or between organisations.  They further elaborate by stating that: 
Even though scholars acknowledge its importance in sustaining 
group effectiveness, only a limited number of empirical studies 
examine trust in relation with work teams formation and group 
processes in general.  
 
According to Dirks (1999) trust is not static amongst team colleagues. Trust is a 
dynamic process that develops over the long term and permanently goes through 
dynamic phases of building, decline and renewal.  
 
Wu, Lin, Hsu & Yeh (2009) are of the view that knowledge sharing is one of the 
most important managerial functions in business as it creates a competitive 
advantage in the knowledge economy.  Wu et al., (2009, p. 84) posit that: 
… it can be expected that those who possess knowledge may not share 
knowledge unless they perceive potential benefits. A substantive 
monetary reward system alone may not be sufficient to encourage 
employees to exchange knowledge because the focal determinant in a 
social exchange relationship is trust.  
 
According to Wu et al., (2009) the stronger the level of trust experienced by the 
giver and the receiver, the stronger will be the social exchange relationship. This 
forms the basis for information sharing and the likelihood that they will believe 
that in doing so, they could gain a return from their colleagues in future. 
 
Trust develops and emerges within a context of risk and vulnerability which have 
been created by the characteristics of the team and the common team goals. The 
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trust development process occurs and consists of stages of information 
processing in order to get acquainted with the other team colleagues in the 
department and the organisation as a whole. Andrei et al. (2010, p. 135) state 
that their research data highlighted both implicit and explicit information 
processing.  
Implicit processing was evident in two forms. Firstly, initial trust 
appeared to have an effect both on assessing the character of 
the other members and on trust formation. Secondly, implicit 
evaluations appeared to be derived from group interactions and 
group overall experience. 
 
2.8.6  Summary 
A review of the literature on workplace trust provides the foundation for an 
individual’s trust experience in the workplace. Although very little empirical 
research literature exists on the relationship between workplace trust and 
Workplace Well-being, it is clear that trust can be viewed from the individual and 
organisational perspective. Ferres (2001, p.19) states that trust is revealed: 
 … to be a behavioural intention or a “willingness to act” and a 
function of both perceived organisational attributes and individual 
perceptions of a trust referent. The trustor’s cognitive appraisal of 
the organisational factors and attributes of the trustee may be 
influenced according to his/her individual differences. The 
individual then reciprocates the felt trust with behaviours that can 
result in a number of positive organisational consequences. These 
positive consequences may then feed back to the trustor’s 
cognitive appraisal to further increase trust. 
 
The author could not identify research that focuses on the relationship between 
Work- place trust and Workplace Well-being. Research evidence is clear that this 
is a new area in organisational psychology that needs to be explored more fully. 
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For the purpose of this study, it has been decided to concentrate on the following 
work- place trust levels and to establish whether any relationships exist between 
these levels of trust and Workplace Well-being:  
• Trust in the organisation 
• Trust in the immediate manager and  
• Trust in co-workers / colleagues. 
 
This decision was based on research showing that, despite an increasing 
importance of trust awareness in organisations, a diminishing level of 
interpersonal trust is observed in many organisations (Sitken and Roth, 1993; 
Blackburn, 1992; Mishra and Morrissey, 1990; Dannhauser, 2009; Van Staden, 
2007). 
 
2.9 Conclusions and theoretical support based on the literature 
review. 
From the preceding literature review and discussions on the respective 
constructs, it appears that PSYCAP could correlate with Workplace Well-being 
and that it can be expected that PSYCAP could be higher when Workplace Well-
being is higher. This will obviously not be the case if the trust levels amongst the 
respondents are low. It also appears that if the trust levels of the respondents are 
high, then there will be a high correlation with Workplace Well-being. 
 
Against the abovementioned argument, it was decided that the arguments should 
be statistically tested and therefore lead to the formulation of research questions 
and propositions for the current study.  
 
2.9.1 Reasons for doing the study 
The synopsis of the literature indicates a need for social scientists to give 
direction to the research community with regard to Workplace Well-being.  
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With so many businesses arriving at the global village ready to compete in the 
‘flat world economy’, they will most probably realize that their only distinguishing 
capability is the Workplace Well-being of their employees. With the present 
study, it is hoped that business leaders will come to realize the importance of 
Workplace Well-being and the positive effects that it can have on their 
organisations. 
 
An attempt will be made to build a Workplace Well-being model, as this has not 
been attempted before. The uniqueness of this model will be the relationship it 
would create with PSYCAP and workplace trust. It is suggested that this three 
variate combination (Well-being, PSYCAP and Trust) could be used for a myriad 
of development interventions at organisational level.  
 
It is assumed that the research focus with regard to the definition of Workplace 
Well-being and PSYCAP in particular, will contribute to the relatively young body 
of knowledge. It is clear that researchers in the Southern hemisphere have only 
recently started addressing these focus areas. In addition to this, it is hoped that 
the research questionnaires will be portable to the South African business 
community. All three research questionnaires used in this research, are from 
abroad, i.e. the PSYCAP Questionnaire-24 from America and WTS-36 and Work- 
place Well-being Questionnare-31 from Australia. 
 
South Africa is currently embroiled in so many negative onslaughts from every 
angle, that it is necessary to “stop the bus” and advocate alternative methods of 
growing the balance sheets of companies. Organisations have access to 
employees for a minimum of eight hours per day. If organisations in South Africa 
can successfully create a high level of Workplace Well-being, it will go a long way 
towards influencing the rest of society.   
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2.9.2 Research questions and Propositions 
In accordance with the aim of the study, and the relationships that are postulated 
to exist between the various constructs as discussed earlier, the following 
research questions and propositions have been formulated for statistical testing. 
In order to address and answer these research questions, propositions are 
developed that must be tested using a correlational research design with multiple 
measurements.  This is: 1) to determine relationships between the identified 
dependent and independent variables and 2) understand the interaction between 
the PSYCAP, the workplace trust variables and the Workplace Well-being of the 
managers.  
 
Based on the available literature and with special reference to the aim of the 
study, the following propositions are formulated: 
 
Research Question 1: 
What is the content of the constructs and to what extent 
can the measuring instrument and the statistical 
outcomes be transferred to a cultural environment 
different from the original environment where it was 
developed?  
 
One proposition was developed with reference to research question one. 
 
Proposition 1 - The factor structures for each of the variables will be portable in 
a culture setting different to the one in which the measuring instrument was 
developed. 
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Research Question 2: 
Do the sub scales of PSYCAP correlate with the 
dimensions of Workplace Trust?     
 
Proposition 2 - There is a significant correlation between the sub scales 
of PSYCAP variable and the dimensions of Workplace Trust. 
 
Research Question 3: 
What is the relationship between the sub scales of the 
PSYCAP variables and the dimensions of Workplace Well-
being? 
 
Proposition 3 - There is a significant correlation between the sub scales 
of PSYCAP variable and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. 
 
Research Question 4: 
What is the relationship between the Trust construct and 
the dimensions of Workplace Well-being?  
 
Proposition 4 - There is a significant correlation between the Trust 
construct and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being? 
 
Research question 5: 
What is the relationship between the sub scales of Trust 
and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being? 
 
Proposition 5 - There is a significant correlation between the sub scales of Trust 
and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. 
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Research Question 6:  
Will the demographic variables be related to the scores on 
the psychometric measures? 
 
Proposition 6 – The demographical variables will be related to the 
scores on the psychometric measures. 
 
Research Question 7:  
Can a sequential model, based on the combinations of the 
variables, be built successfully?  
 
Proposition 7 - A sequential model can be built successfully, based on 
the combinations of variables in the model and produce a good fit with 
the data in Fig.1.1 below. 
 
2.10 Proposed theoretical Workplace Well-being Model 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) will be used to evaluate the relationships 
among the sets of variables used in the proposed model in this research study. 
SEM is a multivariate technique combining aspects of multiple regression and 
factor analysis to estimate a series of interrelated dependence relationships 
simultaneously (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998).  
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Fig. 2.  Proposed theoretical Workplace Well-being Model integrating the relationships 
between Psychological Capital, Workplace Trust and Workplace Well-being.  
 
The empirical work executed in this study will be discussed in Chapter 3 and 4. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Introduction 
In this chapter the design of the study as well as the measuring instruments, data 
gathering and analysis is described. The constructs are being researched within 
the South African business environment, with special reference to a large vehicle 
manufacturer and its national Dealership network.  
 
The aim of the study design was to ensure that accurate empirical data could be 
achieved to determine whether the research questions stated in chapter two 
could be answered. The approach was mainly quantitative.  
 
3.2 Overview of the research design 
Kerlinger and Lee (2000, p.449) define a research design as: 
 the plan and structure of investigation, conceived so as to obtain 
answers to research questions. The plan is the overall scheme or 
program of the research. It includes an outline of what the 
investigator will do, from writing the hypothesis (propositions) and 
their operational implications to the final analysis of data. 
 
The aim of the research design was to obtain accurate empirical data that would 
fit for interpretation to establish whether the research propositions could 
confidently be accepted or rejected. A quantitative research approach was 
employed in order to evaluate and test the research propositions.  
 
Furthermore, the factorial design is included in the structure of study in which two 
or more independent variables are placed side by side in order to suggest a 
unique link or relationship between them, in order to study their independent and 
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interactive effects on a dependent variable. According to Babbie and Mouton 
(2001) a correlative research study involves the observing of the independent 
and dependent variables across individuals with the view to establish the extent 
to which the variables co-vary. This research approach does not imply causality 
but focuses on the efforts to which variables relate. 
 
The empirical quantitative research design which was employed has focused on 
finding relationships between the independent variables included in PSYCAP and 
Workplace Trust and the dependent variables of Workplace Well-being.  
Kerlinger and Lee (p.599, 2000) summarise survey research as: 
• the studies that focus on large and small populations by 
selecting and studying samples chosen from the 
population to discover the relative incidence, distribution, 
and interrelations of sociological and psychological 
variables. 
• being classified as field studies with a quantitative 
orientation. 
• non-experimental scientific inquiries aimed at 
discovering the relations and interactions among 
variables in real structures. 
• assuming that knowledge comes from the observation of 
the physical world and therefore the social scientist 
makes inferences based on observations and therefore 
the objective is to describe the cause and effect. 
• having the potential for a great deal of information to be 
obtained from a large population. 
 
By the same token, Kerlinger and Lee (2000) posit that non-experimental 
research can be described as a systematic inquiry in which the social scientist 
does not have control of the independent variables because their manifestations 
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have already taken place or because they are inherently not prone to 
manipulation. 
 
Data collection was gathered via electronic mail. The research method employed 
in this study was empirical in nature as the total data collection relied on using 
electronic media for data collection.  
 
3.3 The sample size and research participants 
A deliberate attempt was made to ensure that the sample is demographically 
representative of the wider population of the automotive industry in South Africa. 
The sample had to include; 
• both gender groups;  
• all age groups above school leaving (matric) age of 18 years;  
• the top five languages spoken in the business community of South Africa;  
• all ethnic groups represented in South Africa and  
• most levels of education were to be represented, i.e. Std. Five to Nine, 
Matric, under graduate and post graduate degreed persons. A large part of 
the South African population has very little ability to read or write. It is not 
useful or wise to see such members of the population as potentially part of 
the research population. 
 
The demographic composition of the research sample is shown in Table 3.1. 
 
Table 3.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Research sample 
Demographic Characteristics (n = 452) 
VARIABLES                              ACTUAL RESPONSES                           %           
Gender 
Female 93 20.58 
Male 359 79.42 
Age                                                                                                                          
18-25 years 3 0.66 
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26-35 years 95 21.02 
36-45 years 175 38.72 
46-55 years 143 31.64 
56-65 years 36 7.96 
Home Language                                                                                                    
  Afrikaans 153 33.85 
English 274 60.62 
German 4 0.88 
Xhosa 9 1.99 
Zulu 4 0.88 
Other 8 1.77 
Ethnic Group                                                                                                         
Asian 11 2.43 
Black 30 6.64 
Coloured 50 11.06 
Indian 20 4.42 
White 341 75.44 
Educational Qualifications                                                                                                       
Std 5 – Std 9 15 3.32 
Matric 175 38.72 
Undergraduate 108 23.89 
Postgraduate 154 34.07 
Tenure in present position                                                                                                      
< 1 years 73 16.15 
1-3 years 102 22.57 
4-6 years 104 23.01 
7-10 years 64 14.16 
11-15 years 54 11.95 
16+ years 55 12.17 
Graduate Development Programme participation                                             
No 392 86.73 
Yes 60 13.27 
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Table 3.2 Descriptive statistics for Tenure in present position and Age 
Variable n Mean Minimum Maximum 
Standard 
Deviation 
Age (years) 452 43.03 21.50 60.50 8.98 
Tenure (years) 452 6.63 0.50 18.00 5.72 
 
It is evident from Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 that the majority of respondents were 
English speaking White males with an average age of 43.03 years. The largest 
educational group had a matric or a post-graduate qualification. The average 
tenure in the current job position was 6.63 years. Only 55 (12.3%) respondents 
had participated in the company’s Graduate Development Programme. It is 
interesting to note that more than half of the Black respondents speak a home 
language other than Xhosa or Zulu at home. 
 
From the outset of the research it was decided that the research organisation had 
to meet the following criteria: 
• The organisation must have a strong international brand. 
• Be regarded as a leader in the automotive industry in South Africa and 
worldwide. 
• Must be a stable organisation with a strong asset base and balance sheet. 
• Brand loyalty with a strong focus on the Human Resources Management 
portfolio. 
• Must be a leader in diversity management with a strong talent 
management orientation. 
• The Board of Directors must be regarded as a strong leadership team with 
a strong focus on the export of their products. 
 
It was important to identify a strong and stable research organisation and the 
researcher was of the view that the research organisation met most of the criteria 
as set out above. In addition to these criteria, the research organisation claims to 
conduct their business along strict professional management principles with a 
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vibrant leadership style that focuses on the motivational level and ‘well-being’ of 
their employees.  It is for this reason that the researcher identified this 
organisation to research Workplace Well-being and its relationship with PSYCAP 
and Workplace Trust, as independent variables. 
 
The research population totaled 1379 respondents for Group A and B.  
 
Table 3.3  Responses received from the sample. 
Research Sample 
Group 
Potential 
respondents 
Actual research 
responses 
received 
Percentage 
responses of total 
Sample Group  
Group A 588 228 38.8% 
Group B 791 224 28.3% 
Total Group 1379 452 32.8% 
 
It is acknowledged that the management team in the organisation is responsible 
for the well-being of employees and therefore has been isolated to take part in 
the research project.  
 
The research study was conducted in a large multi-national manufacturing, 
marketing and service organisation with a strong focus on motor vehicle 
manufacturing. The company was established in the 1940’s and is part of a 
global organisation with worldwide representation. The company is situated in 
two locations in South Africa with an overall headcount of 4692 employees as at 
November 2011. Their manufacturing capability is situated in the Eastern Cape 
Province and their Sales and Marketing operation in the Gauteng Province of 
South Africa.  In addition, the research was extended to its 149 Dealerships 
located across Southern Africa with a total managerial headcount of 791 as at 
November 2011. For purposes of clarification, reference will be made to the 
Manufacturing Unit as Group A and the Dealership Network as Group B.  
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The sample came from the managerial levels of the organisation. The reason for 
selecting these employee levels was based on the premise that managers are 
responsible for the motivational climate of an organisation and are by implication 
responsible for the Workplace Well-being of their subordinates.  
 
Group A consisted of four managerial levels: 
• Level one: Directors 
• Level Two: Division Heads 
• Level Three: Managers 
• Level Four: Supervisors 
 
Group B consisted of two managerial levels: 
• Level one: Dealer Principals 
• Level two Parts Managers 
   Service Managers 
   Sales Managers 
 
The table below summarises the number of managers employed by the 
manufacturing organisation and their Dealership network. 
 
Table 3.4 Total number of managers employed by the Group 
Group A 588 (42.64%) 
Group B 791 (57.36%) 
Total for Group A and Group B 1379 (100%) 
 
This breakdown of managerial staff is based on November 2011 employment 
statistics when the data was gathered. 
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Table 3.5 Demographical characteristics of Managers in Groups A and B. 
 
Biographical 
variable 
 
Actual 
responses 
(Total sample) 
Group A Group B 
 
Average for the 
Total Research 
sample 
Gender :         
Female 93 21.1% 20.1% 20.6% 
Male 359 78.9% 79.9% 79.4% 
Mean age of 
Group 43.02 yrs 44.01 yrs 42.02 yrs 43.02 yrs 
Ethnic Group:    
Asian 11 1.3% 3.6% 2.4% 
                          
Black 30 9.2% 4.0% 6.6% 
                    
Coloured 50 16.2% 5.8% 11.1% 
                         
Indian 20 3.9% 4.9% 4.4% 
                          
White 341 69.3% 81.7% 75.5% 
Home language 
 
Afrikaans 153 25.0% 42.9% 33.8% 
English 274 68.0% 53.1% 60.6% 
Xhosa 13 3.9% 1.8% 2.9% 
Zulu 4 0.4% 1.3% 0.9% 
Other 4 1.8% 0% 0.9% 
 
The average length of tenure in their current position of the Group A managers is 
reflected in Table 3.6. 
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Table 3.6 Tenure in current position of Group A research sample. 
Tenure Number of respondents 
Percentage per tenure 
category 
Less than 1 year 25 11.0 % 
1 to 3 years 42 18.4 % 
4 to 6 years 61 26.8 % 
7 to 10 years 34 14.9 % 
11 to 15 years 33 14.5 % 
16+ years 33 14.5 % 
Total 228 100 % 
 
The majority of managers in Group B were white males with an average age of 
42 years. 
 
Table 3.7 Tenure in current position of Group B research sample. 
Tenure Number of respondents 
Percentage per tenure 
category 
Less than 1 year 48 21.4% 
1 to 3 years 60 26.8% 
4 to 6 years 43 19.2% 
7 to 10 years 30 13.4% 
11 to 15 years 21 9.4% 
16+ years 22 9.8% 
Total 224 100% 
 
The managers in Group B, who represent the Dealership network, reflected a 
total of 48.2% respondents in the 0 to 3 year tenure category, as opposed to the 
29.4% of the Group A research sample. This is an indication of a higher labour 
turnover in the 0 to 3 year category in Group B.  
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Table 3.8 Educational levels of Group A and B 
Educational 
Classes Group A Group B 
 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
Std 5 to 9 3 1.3 12 5.4 
Std 10 / Matric 23 10.1 152 67.9 
Under-
graduate 76 33.3 32 14.3 
 
Post-graduate 126 55.3 28 12.5 
 
The distribution over educational levels indicates that group A tended to have 
higher educational qualifications than group B. 
 
3.4 Measuring Instruments 
Theory explains phenomena by specifying which variables are related to which 
variables and how they are related, thus enabling prediction from certain 
variables to certain other variables (Kerlinger and Lee, 2000).  In this instance, 
the relationships between Workplace Well-being and PSYCAP and Workplace 
Trust were studied.  
 
The research intention was to focus on the responses received from individuals 
and not from groups. It was required from each individual manager to provide a 
self-report on measures of Workplace Well-being, PSYCAP and Workplace 
Trust.  
 
The first three sections of the composite questionnaire comprised of the items in 
i) Workplace Well-being, ii) Psychological Capital and iii) Workplace Trust. The 
fourth section of the questionnaire comprised of the demographic variables. 
These included variables such as gender, age, language, ethnic group, highest 
qualification, tenure in current position and whether the respondent has been a 
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participant on the company’s graduate trainee programme. This demographic 
information was significantly important for establishing relationships between 
such variables and the scores on the three questionnaires.  
 
The psychometric questionnaires in the first part of the composite questionnaire 
were: 
• The Workplace Well-being Questionnaire based on the work of 
Parker and Hyett (2011) with 31 items 
• The Psychological Capital Questionnaire developed by Luthans et 
al. (2007) with 24 items and 
• The Workplace Trust Survey developed by Ferres (2001) with 36 
items. 
 
The managers participating in the study had to assess their own level of 
Workplace Well-being, psychological capital and work place trust. 
 
The questionnaires were only available in English as this is the business 
language of the organization. It was the view that most managers in Group A had 
a university degree and most managers in Group B had at least a matric 
qualification, and therefore it was safe to deduce that all the managers could read 
and write fluently in English.  
 
Before the research questionnaire was formally launched, the researcher 
distributed the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire to 30 test-respondents. They 
were requested to provide objective feedback to the researcher with regards to: 
• Time taken to complete the questionnaire. 
• Understanding the administrative instructions given and 
• Looking for spelling and grammatical errors. 
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The respondents were also requested to share their experiences in completing 
the questionnaire.  
The data obtained from the 452 managers was used to determine: 
• the internal consistency, 
• the factor structure and 
• the portability of the measuring instruments to the South African context.   
 
The portability of measuring instruments is an important aspect in measurement, 
especially with reference to the fairness and validity of the instrument, as it was 
developed in another country. Dannhauser and Boshoff (2008) state that there 
are several South African researchers  who are of the view that measuring 
instruments developed in countries outside South Africa should not be used 
without further validation on a South African sample. They further contend: 
There are studies that provide overwhelming evidence that 
portability of instruments developed in the powerhouse (United 
States of America) of this kind of work or in some cases other 
parts of the world, is in many cases doubtful (Dannhauser and 
Boshoff, p. 104, 2008).  
 
Similarly, research findings in the United States of America cannot be 
generalised in situations that differ from the context in which the research was 
initially conducted.  
 
On the other hand, De Bruin and Bernard-Phera (2002) conclude after their study 
of the Career Development Questionnaire and the Career Decision-making Self-
efficacy Scale for South African High School Students: 
The theoretical constructs of career maturity and career 
decision-making self-efficacy, which were developed in the 
United States of America, retain their meaning for coloured 
South African youths who come from a socio-political, economic 
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and cultural context very different from the United States of 
America. 
 
De Bruin and Bernard-Phera (2002) are of the view that these contradictions of 
outcomes in the use of measuring instruments are enough reason to empirically 
evaluate the validity of ‘foreign’ measuring instruments in the South African 
research environment. The three individual measurement instruments of the 
composite questionnaire are discussed below. 
 
In order to statistically research the factor structures of the composite Workplace 
Well-being Questionnaire (WPWBQ) in the current study, it was decided to 
employ the following statistical analysis procedure. The chronological steps that 
will be followed when investigating the factor structures of the three research 
constructs are: 
 
• Confirmatory Factor analysis (CFA) based on the original factor structure 
of each instrument 
• The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy 
• Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to arrive at a new factor structure  
• Cronbach Alpha for determining internal reliability and consistency 
• Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the new measurement model. 
 
3.4.1 The Workplace Well-being Questionnaire designed by Parker and 
Hyett (2011) 
The authors of the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire are Australians, Gordon 
B. Parker and Matthew P. Hyett. Although it is not the intended objective of this 
research study to arrive at a final definition of Workplace Well-being, it has as 
one of its aims the establishment of relationships with other research variables in 
the research study.  Parker and Hyett (2011, p. 394) recognised the need in 2011 
for a single comprehensive measure for assessing Workplace Well-being, as 
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there has been a lack of instruments in the literature. They summarise the 
essence of their research objective as:  
The principles of positive psychology are broad; their relevance 
in assessing the workplace milieu is suggested. This stimulated 
our objective of designing a brief self-report measure capturing 
several constructs of well-being and positive psychology that 
might be relevant to the work place setting. 
 
Parker and Hyett (2011), state that they have researched and judged much of 
the current literature and commonly used measures for well-being. Parker and 
Hyett (2011) furthermore contend that most of the measures focus primarily on 
the negative aspects of the workplace. Being advocators of Positive 
Psychology, they are of the view that questionnaires should consider the 
capacity for the measurement of optimisation of the worker’s skills. It should 
also focus on the development of their sense of self-worth. This holds true 
particularly as there has been a global interest in “positive psychology” during 
the last decade.  
 
Parker and Hyett (2011) are of the view that well-being research relates closely 
to “Health Psychology”. Employees (managers) in low control, low satisfaction 
and unvaried workload have increased rates of health problems, such as 
hypertension and increased obesity. 
 
According to Parker and Hyett (2011) this situation stimulated their objective to 
develop a self-report measure identifying several well-being and positive 
psychology constructs that might shed light on and be relevant to the workplace 
setting. 
 
3.4.1.1. Methodology employed by Parker and Hyett (2011) 
In-depth reviews of the factors contributing to 1) employee well-being and 2) 
positive psychological principles were conducted in order to establish the content 
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of the constructs. It also included written items to capture the salient workplace 
components. These derived 50 items and to ensure a 3:1 ratio (of subjects to 
items) for undertaking a factor analysis, a recruitment target of 150 subjects was 
set. These subjects were exposed to a variety of workplace conditions.  
  
The respondents were asked to rate the individual items that best represented 
their current and most relevant work environment. A 5-point Likert response 
Scale was used to reflect the responses of the subjects. The response Scale 
consisted of the following: 0 = not at all; 1 = slightly; 2 = moderately; 3 = very 
true; and 4 = extremely true. 
 
During a 9 month period, data was derived from the relatives of their patients who 
attended clinics at the Black Dog Institute in Australia. The respondents were 
requested to complete the questionnaires anonymously and to “post” them in an 
office-based letter box. No formal record of the response rate was obtained by 
the researchers. No details of the respondents (e.g., age or gender) were sought 
because the intention was to refine the measure so as to identify its major 
constructs. 
 
To test the psychometric properties of the questionnaire, Parker and Hyett (2011) 
administered it to an independent sample of 30 respondents who were all 
resident in Australia. The purpose was to examine the test-retest reliability and 
the impact of the depressed mood state on the final scores. All the respondents 
were counseled for a depressive illness and their mood state ranged from 
severely depressed to euthymic. No significant or distinct impact of depressed 
mood amongst the respondents was identified on the scale scores. The refined 
questionnaire was administered twice at a mean interval of 29.2 days (SD, 29.2). 
The Workplace Well-being Questionnaire demonstrated high test-retest reliability. 
 
Parker and Hyett (2011) finally conducted a calibration study. In order to derive at 
the scale norms for representative population groups differing on social-
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demographic and work-level variables, they had to source the largest sample 
size they could possibly find.  They sought volunteers via their website to 
complete the measuring instrument in relation to their current job, and if they 
were unemployed, their most recent job. They used their website to launch the 
31-item questionnaire amongst their patient base. Six additional biographical 
questions were also asked in addition to the 31 items. These questions covered 
the following areas: 
• providing information on their occupational level (professional, 
managerial, sales worker, technical / trade worker, labourer, 
machinery operator, clerical / administrative, and community / 
personal service worker. 
• job type 
• length of employment 
• age 
• gender and  
• earning status ( salaried, hourly, contract) 
 
Parker and Hyett (2011) posit that the refined 31-items questionnaire should 
enable individuals and employers to quantify the levels of support and well-being 
provided by business organisations. 
 
3.4.1.2. Research results of the Parker and Hyett (2011) study 
Parker and Hyett (2011) refined their Workplace Well-being Questionnaire by 
undertaking a principal component analysis using a Scree plot indicating that four 
factors were sufficient. These 4 factors accounted for 52.2% of the variance. 
According to Parker and Hyett (2011), these four factors represent factors which 
cover Well-being in the Workplace.  
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Table 3.9 The four research factors (52.2% of the total variance) identified by Parker 
and Hyett (2011) 
Four factors identified What do they measure? 
1 
Work Satisfaction. 
(Factor one) 
Accounted for 18.8% of the total variance. Captured 
the respondents’ judgment of 1) whether their work 
was fulfilling, 2) whether their work increased their 
sense of self-worth, 3) provided life with purpose and 
meaning and 4) advanced their skills.  
2 
Organisational respect for 
the employee. 
(Factor two) 
Accounted for 13.5% of the variance.  These items 
indicated that the respondents judged senior 
organisational representatives as 1) trustworthy, 2) 
as having ethical values and 3) as valuing staff and 
treating them well. 
3 
Employer care. 
(Factor three) 
Accounted for 10.9% of the variance. This factor 
refers to the employee’s immediate manager (rather 
than the wider organisational context as is the case 
with the previous factor). The respondents judged 
their immediate managers on: 1) caring, 2) willing to 
listen, 3) and understanding about work concerns 
and 4) treating the employees as they sought fit.  
4 
Intrusion of Work into 
Private Life. 
(Factor four) 
Accounted for 9.3% of the variance. This was a 
negative factor. These items captured: 1) whether 
the respondents experienced stress and pressure at 
work to meet targets, 2) found it difficult to relax and 
“wind down” after work, 3) judged that his/her work 
interfered with their private lives and 4) whether the 
work impacted on their self-esteem. 
 
Finally, Parker and Hyett (2011) deleted items that had content and factor 
loadings which overlapped and others that had low factor loadings. 
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Table 3.10 Item correlations of the Four-Factor Model of Workplace Wellbeing 
Varimax-Rotated Component Matrix Item Correlations of the Four-Factor Model of 
Workplace Well-being 
 Item Factor 
one 
Factor 
two 
Factor 
three 
Factor 
four 
Q3_1 Is your work fulfilling? 0.83    
Q3_2 Do your daily work activities give you a sense of direction and 
meaning? 
0.82    
Q3_3 Does your work bring you a sense of satisfaction? 0.82    
Q3_4 Does your work increase your sense of self-worth? 0.78    
Q3_5 Does your job allow you to recraft your job to suit your strengths? 0.64    
Q3_6 Does your work make you feel that, as a person, you are 
flourishing? 
0.62    
Q3_7 Do you feel capable and effective in your work on a day-to-day 
basis? 
0.57    
Q3_8 Does your work offer challenges to advance your skills? 0.56    
Q3_9 Do you feel that you have some level of independence at work? 0.56    
Q3_10 Do you feel personally connected to your organisation’s values? 0.52    
Q3_11 In general terms, do you trust the senior people in your 
organisation? 
 0.79   
Q3_12 Do you believe in the principles by which your organisation 
operates? 
 0.75   
Q3_13 Do you feel content with the way your organisation treats its 
employees? 
 0.75   
Q3_14 Do you feel that your organisation respects its staff?  0.70   
Q3_15 How satisfied are you with your organisation’s value system?  0.66   
Q3_16 Compared with your organisation’s “ideal values,” to what degree 
are actual work values positive? 
 0.61   
Q3_17 Do your colleagues believe in the worth of the organisation?  0.56   
Q3_18 During difficult times, would your boss be willing to listen?   0.83  
Q3_19 Is your boss caring?   0.81  
Q3_20 Do you feel that your boss is empathic and understanding about 
your work concerns? 
  0.77  
Q3_21 Does your boss treat you as you would like to be treated?   0.74  
Q3_22 Does your boss shoulder some of your concerns about work?   0.73  
Q3_23 Do you feel that your transactions with your boss are, in general, 
positive? 
  0.71  
Q3_24 Do you feel your organisation cares about its staff’s well-being?   0.48  
Q3_25 Does your work intrude on your private life?    0.77 
Q3_26 Do you feel stressed in organizing your work time to meet 
demands? 
   0.77 
Q3_27 Do you feel excessively pressured at work to meet targets?    0.76 
Q3_28 After work, do you find it difficult to relax?    0.75 
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Q3_29 Do you find yourself thinking negatively about work outside of 
work hours? 
   0.60 
Q3_30 Do you feel that you can separate yourself easily from your work 
when you leave for the day? 
   -0.55 
Q3_31 Does your work impact negatively on your self-esteem?    0.54 
Source:  Parker and Hyett (2011, p. 395). 
 
The abovementioned table reflects the highest loading items of each factor.  
Factor one contains ten items and factor two to four contains seven items each. 
A total of thirty one items were identified and decided upon.  
 
Table 3.11 Mean and Standard Deviation scores of the 4 Factors identified from the 
Workplace Well-being Questionnaire 
Individual Factors Mean Score Standard Deviation  
Factor one  20.9 8.7 
Factor two 14.5 6.5 
Factor three 14.6 7.2 
Factor four 10.9 5.0 
 
Factor one (Work satisfaction) and Factor two (Organisational respect for the 
employee) were moderately correlated, i.e. r = 0.64 and p = <0.001.   Factor one 
(Work Satisfaction) and Factor three (Employer care) were also moderately 
correlated, i.e. r = 0.45 and p = < 0.001.  Factor two (Organisational respect for 
the employee) and Factor three (Employer care) were more highly correlated, i.e. 
r = 0.72 and p = < 0.001. The scores of Factor four (Intrusion of Work into Private 
Life) were negatively correlated with Factors one (Work Satisfaction), two 
(Organisational respect for the employee), and three (Employer care) r = - 0.19, p 
= 0.024; r = - 0.39, p < 0.001; r = - 0.42, p < 0.001, respectively.  
 
Gender effects were found for two of the four scales, with the women rating Work 
Satisfaction higher than the men (17.5 vs 16.1; F = 6.5, df = 1, p = 0.01) and also 
scoring higher on Organisational Respect for the Employee (11.5 vs 10.5; F = 
5.6, df = 1, p = 0.02). 
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Previous research has identified differential work satisfaction for those engaged 
in full-time work (and employed by an organisation) versus those who charged by 
the hour or who are self-employed (Benz and Frey, 2008).  
 
3.4.1.3 Summary of the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire 
Parker and Hyett (2011) state that their attempt in designing a Workplace Well-
being Questionnaire: 
is the first measure of workplace satisfaction to be developed – 
with the measurement of multiple constructs in a single 
questionnaire being a primary objective – while adhering to the 
concepts already established in the well-being and positive 
psychology literature. 
 
The results of a principle component analysis that was undertaken using a Scree 
plot, indicated that four factors were sufficient. These four factors accounted for 
52.5% of the variance.  
 
The derived four scales appear to be salient for the purposes for which they were 
designed. They demonstrated high test-retest reliability for both individual and 
total scale scores and found no distinct impact of depressed mood state on scale 
completion. There were gender and socioeconomic effects on the scale scores, 
but not as pronounced as had been anticipated.  
 
Parker and Hyett (2011) argue that they respect the principle in psychiatry and 
psychology that people are disturbed less by things and more by their perception 
of things. They expand this view by stating that if it is accepted that it is 
perception that matters, and it seems to be valid for subjective well-being, then 
personality becomes peripheral.  
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In conclusion, Parker and Hyett (2011) assert that if organisations are 
considering using this instrument, they need to recognise that any findings would 
reflect more on their employees than on the workplace itself.  
 
The findings of the Parker and Hyett study were published in June 2011 and the 
questionnaire was administered in South Africa five months later in November 
2011. To the best of this researcher’s knowledge the instrument has to date only 
been used in Australia.  
 
3.4.2 The Current Study - Factor structure of the Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire (Parker and Hyett, 2011) 
In order to confirm the factor structure of the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire 
in the current study, it was decided to employ Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) on the original data structure when applied to the current sample.  
 
Firstly the CFA was carried out on the responses to the 31 items of the 
Workplace Well-being Questionnaire. The original factor structure of the 
questionnaire was imposed onto the responses of the 452 participants in the 
present study. In addition, the internal reliability and consistency of the 31 item 
measuring instrument was determined by employing the Cronbach Alpha 
coefficient and was confirmed at .95. The results of the CFA conducted on the 
original responses are shown in Table 3.13. 
 
The ranges of some of the most important indices obtained from such analyses 
are reflected in the table below. 
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Table 3.12 Acceptable ranges for some of the important Fit Indexes 
Chi-squared test Indicates the difference between the observed 
and expected covariance matrices. Values 
closer to zero indicate a better fit.  
Root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) 
RMSEA ranges from 0 to 1, with smaller values 
indicating a better model fit. A value of .06 or 
less is indicative of an acceptable model fit. 
The Standardized Root mean square 
residual 
Ranges from 0 to 1, with a value of .08 or less 
being indicative of an acceptable model 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) A measure of fit between the hypothesized 
model and the observed covariance matrix. 
The GFI ranges between 0 and 1, with a cut-off 
value of .9 generally indicating acceptable 
model fit. 
Adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) The AGFI corrects the GFI which is affected by 
the number of indicators of each latent 
variable. The GFI ranges between 0 and 1, 
with a cut-off value of .9 generally indicating 
acceptable model fit. 
Bentler-Bonett Normed fit index (NFI) 
and non-normed fit index (NNFI) 
The values for both NFI and NNFI should 
range between 0 and 1, with a value of .95 or 
greater indicating a good model fit. 
Comparative fit index (CFI) The CFI analyses the model fit by examining 
the discrepancy between the data and the 
hypothesized model, while adjusting for the 
issues of sample size inherent in the chi-
squared test of model fit. Values of .90 or 
larger is generally considered to indicate 
acceptable model fit. 
McDonald Noncentrality Index Values of above .95 indicate a good fit 
Population Gamma Index Values of above .95 indicate a good fit 
Hooper, Coughlan and Mullen, (2008). 
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Table 3.13 The CFA fit indices obtained from the original Workplace Well-being 
Structure (n = 452) 
Noncentrality Fit Indices 
 
Lower 90% Point Upper 90% 
 
Conf. Bound Estimate Conf. Bound 
Population Noncentrality 
Parameter 16.354633 16.9939607 17.64979 
 Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index 0.194122349 0.19788025 0.201662 
 McDonald Noncentrality Index 0.000147027 0.00020408 0.000281 
 Population Gamma Index 0.467574621 0.47701172 0.486585 
 Adjusted Population Gamma Index 0.391513853 0.40229911 0.41324 
 
     Single Sample Fit Indices  
Value 
Joreskog GFI 0.463291354 
Joreskog AGFI 0.386618691 
Akaike Information Criterion 10.7309241 
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 11.2964414 
Browne-Cudeck Cross Validation 
Index 10.7519223 
Independence Model Chi-Square 12163.0372 
Independence Model df 465 
Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index 0.612296937 
Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 0.607788565 
Bentler Comparative Fit Index 0.633985881 
James-Mulaik-Brett Parsimonious Fit 
Index 0.571477141 
Bollen's Rho 0.584603861 
Bollen's Delta 0.634901286 
 
The indices reflected in Table 3.13 do not represent a very good fit between the 
WPWBQ-31 structures as determined by Parker and Hyett and the responses of 
the current sample.  
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The unsatisfactory fit between the data and the four factor structure as 
determined by Parker and Hyett (2011) led to a decision to further investigate the 
data of the WPWBQ-31. It was decided to employ an EFA using principle factor 
analysis with Direct Oblimin rotation of the axes on the participants’ responses to 
the 31 items on the questionnaire. 
 
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) the decision rules that were used to 
determine the number of factors to be eliminated and the items to be included in 
each factor are the following: 
• The number of factors to be decided upon for elimination should not be 
more  than the number of Eigenvalues > 1.00. 
• Should an item not load ≥ .3 on any factor or loaded ≥ .3 on more than one 
factor, then those items had to be eliminated from the statistical analyses. 
• Items that need to be eliminated, should have a value of < 0.30 
• An item loading > 0.30 on more than one factor will be eliminated if the 
difference between the higher and smaller loading ≤ 0.25. 
• The value of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy for 
the measuring instrument should be at least > 0.5. Values ranging 
between .7 and .8 can be interpreted as good, while values of .9 reflect 
strong and highly acceptable values (Kaiser, 1970).  
 
However, prior to the extraction of the factors, further tests should be used to 
assess the suitability of the respondents’ data for factor analysis. These tests 
include the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy (Kaiser, 
1970) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1995).  
 
It is evident from Table 3.16 below that the 452 responses on the 31 item 
Workplace Well-being Questionnaire with a value of .957 reflects a good sample 
and is therefore adequate for factor analyses to take place.  
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The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity should be significant (p < .05) for the data to be 
suitable for factor analysis (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). This was, as indicated 
in Table 3.16, the case. 
 
Table 3.14 Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.957 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 11861.9 
 df 465 
 Sig. 0 
 
It was also important to identify the reliability and validity of the original 
questionnaire before conducting the EFA.  The results of the Cronbach’s Alpha 
are shown in Table 3.17 below. According to Nunnaly (1978) the Cronbach’s 
Alpha is an index of reliability associated with the variation accounted for by the 
true score of the “underlying construct”. The construct is the hypothetical variable 
that is being measured. The alpha coefficient ranges in value from 0 to 1 and 
may be used to describe the reliability of factors extracted from dichotomous and 
/ or multi-point formatted questionnaires or scales. The higher the score, the 
more reliable the generated scale is. Nunnaly (1978) indicates a value of 0.7 to 
be an acceptable reliability coefficient, although lower thresholds are sometimes 
used in the literature.  
 
Furthermore, Bland (1997) posits that when items are used to form a scale, they 
need to have internal consistency. The items should all measure the same thing 
and therefore should be correlated with one another.  
The Cronbach Alpha co-efficient results of the current WPWBQ-31 were as 
follows. 
 
Table 3.15 Cronbach Alpha Co-efficient based on the current WPWBQ-31. 
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Cronbach Alpha Co-efficient 
For total 
instrument 
Sub-scale:         
Job 
Satisfaction 
Sub scale: 
Organisational 
respect for the 
employee 
Sub scale: 
Employer 
Care 
Sub scale: 
Intrusion of 
work into 
Private life 
.95 .93 .925 .945 .845 
 
Based on the abovementioned research indicators it was decided to do an 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principle factor analysis with direct 
Oblimin rotation of the axis on the participants’ responses. 
 
The Eigenvalues and Scree Plot for the 31 item Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire (n=452) are reflected in Table 3.16 and Figure 3.1 below.  
 
Table 3.16 The Eigenvalues obtained on the responses to the original Workplace Well-
being Questionnaire (n=452) 
Component Initial 
Eigenvalues 
Total 
% of Variance Cumulative % 
1 14.525 46.854 46.854 
2 2.789 8.997 55.851 
3 2.18 7.032 62.883 
4 1.737 5.602 68.485 
5 0.87 2.807 71.291 
6 0.777 2.508 73.799 
7 0.704 2.271 76.07 
8 0.619 1.997 78.066 
9 0.584 1.885 79.951 
10 0.498 1.608 81.559 
11 0.47 1.516 83.075 
12 0.451 1.455 84.529 
13 0.445 1.434 85.963 
14 0.416 1.343 87.307 
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15 0.367 1.185 88.492 
16 0.352 1.136 89.628 
17 0.336 1.085 90.713 
18 0.322 1.04 91.753 
19 0.294 0.949 92.702 
20 0.278 0.898 93.6 
21 0.266 0.859 94.459 
22 0.256 0.826 95.285 
23 0.248 0.8 96.084 
24 0.217 0.7 96.785 
25 0.198 0.638 97.422 
26 0.175 0.563 97.986 
27 0.167 0.539 98.524 
28 0.153 0.495 99.019 
29 0.122 0.393 99.412 
30 0.097 0.313 99.725 
31 0.085 0.275 100 
 Total variance explained 
 
Using the Principal Component Analysis as the extraction method and the 
Oblimin Rotation Method, the Eigenvalues indicate a moderate orientation for a 4 
factor Structure. The Eigenvalue of the first four items resulted in a cumulative 
value of 68.49% of the total variance for a 4 factor structure. In order to confirm 
the Eigenvalues, a 4 Factor EFA was employed on the responses to the 
Workplace Well-being Questionnaire. 
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Figure 3.1: Scree Plot of Eigenvalues: Workplace Well-being (n=452) 
 
From Figure 3.1 it can be seen that four eigenvalues >1.00 were obtained. As a 
result of the significant gap between the first and the second eigenvalues, it was 
evident that a four factor solution could be extracted. The eigenvalues of the first 
four components reflected values of 14.525, 2.789, 2.180 and 1.737.  
 
Based on i) the Eigenvalues in Table 3.16, ii) the Scree Plot results in Figure 3.1, 
it was decided to confirm the four factor solution by employing an EFA. The 
results are shown in Table 3.17. EFA used a Principal Axis Factoring as an 
extraction method and Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization as a rotation method. 
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Table 3.17 Results of EFA obtained on the original responses to the Workplace Well-
being Questionnaire (n=452): Four Factor solution. 
Items Factor one Factor two Factor three Factor four Out 
Q3_1 0.839 -0.03 -0.028 -0.043  
Q3_2 0.867 0.013 -0.01 0.013  
Q3_3 0.873 -0.033 0.028 0.073  
Q3_4 0.85 -0.039 0.049 0.045  
Q3_5 0.623 0.139 -0.051 0.061  
Q3_6 0.765 0.027 0.002 0.061  
Q3_7 0.658 0.133 -0.052 -0.068  
Q3_8 0.638 -0.054 -0.071 0.014  
Q3_9 0.402 0.035 -0.243 0.139  
Q3_10 0.385 -0.063 -0.049 0.406  
Q3_11 0.246 0 -0.148 0.497  
Q3_12 0.237 0.05 -0.013 0.584  
Q3_13 -0.049 0.047 0.059 0.94  
Q3_14 -0.147 0.022 -0.014 0.992  
Q3_15 0.019 -0.01 -0.042 0.804  
Q3_16 0.233 0.091 -0.001 0.603  
Q3_17 0.083 -0.047 -0.049 0.636  
Q3_18 0.053 -0.07 -0.883 0.004  
Q3_19 -0.048 0.017 -0.946 0.002  
Q3_20 0.017 0.05 -0.885 0.013  
Q3_21 -0.003 0.016 -0.928 -0.025  
Q3_22 -0.027 0.023 -0.83 0.019  
Q3_23 0.017 -0.017 -0.886 0.023  
Q3_24 -0.017 0.029 -0.317 0.573  
Q3_25R -0.054 0.677 0.006 0.025  
Q3_26 -0.06 0.843 0.04 0.032  
Q3_27R -0.003 0.758 -0.032 -0.046  
Q3_28R 0.001 0.831 0.005 -0.011  
Q3_29R 0.225 0.338 -0.096 0.233  
Q3_30 0.054 0.475 -0.005 0.003  
Q3_31R 0.282 0.377 -0.149 0.017  
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser 
Normalization. Items Q3_25, Q3_27, Q3_28, Q3_29 and Q3_31 are reversed. 
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Table 3.18 Four Factor Correlation Matrix performed on the responses to the original 
Workplace Well-being Questionnaire (n=452) 
Factor Correlation Matrix 
Factor One Two Three Four 
One 1.00 0.349 -0.605 0.642 
Two 0.349 1.00 -0.372 0.301 
Three -0.605 -0.372 1.00 -0.618 
Four 0.642 0.301 -0.618 1 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
The Factor Correlation Matrix in the abovementioned table shows that Factor three 
has negative correlations with the Factors one, two and four. 
From the abovementioned Table 3.17, it is evident that: 
• Except for Item 10, the 31 items of the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire 
loaded on one of the four factors. 
• Item Q3_10 indicates a cross loading between Factor 1 and Factor 4 as a 
difference of ≤ 0.25 exists between these two item-values. 
 
In addition, the Factor Correlation Matrix based on the results of the Four Factor 
EFA, reported negative correlations between the four factors as reflected in Table 
3.19 below. It was decided to carry out a further EFA with Item Q3_10 being 
excluded. The result appears in Table 3.21.  
 
Table 3.19 Results of EFA obtained on responses to the Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire (n=452): Four Factor solution with one item excluded (Item 
Q3_10) 
FACTOR LOADINGS (DIRECT OBLIMIN SOLUTION) 
(Converge after 8 iterations) 
Item Factor one Factor two Factor three Factor four 
Q3_1 0.832 -0.039 0.023 -0.024 
Q3_2 0.820 0.007 0.017 0.050 
Q3_3 0.823 -0.035 -0.019 0.106 
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Q3_4 0.830 -0.043 -0.050 0.065 
Q3_5 0.641 0.130 0.044 0.059 
Q3_6 0.763 0.016 -0.011 0.079 
Q3_7 0.701 0.126 0.047 -0.096 
Q3_8 0.689 -0.070 0.056 -0.004 
Q3_9 0.413 0.026 0.263 0.118 
Q3_11 0.235 -0.005 0.142 0.513 
Q3_12 0.223 0.049 0.001 0.603 
Q3_13 -0.034 0.042 -0.052 0.905 
Q3_14 -0.111 0.017 0.025 0.929 
Q3_15 0.011 -0.012 0.035 0.808 
Q3_16 0.224 0.080 -0.015 0.630 
Q3_17 0.052 -0.055 0.024 0.698 
Q3_18 0.055 -0.066 0.861 0.011 
Q3_19 -0.031 0.017 0.904 0.013 
Q3_20 0.027 0.047 0.849 0.027 
Q3_21 0.007 0.016 0.895 -0.016 
Q3_22 -0.036 0.017 0.849 0.008 
Q3_23 0.021 -0.015 0.863 0.027 
Q3_24 -0.032 0.024 0.320 0.583 
Q3_25R -0.071 0.721 -0.013 0.034 
Q3_26 -0.058 0.817 -0.026 0.035 
Q3_27R -0.004 0.760 0.044 -0.050 
Q3_28R 0.006 0.803 0.004 -0.002 
Q3_29R 0.217 0.346 0.096 0.242 
Q3_30 0.055 0.545 -0.019 -0.000 
Q3_31R 0.294 0.395 0.166 -0.013 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Items Q3_25, 
Q3_27, Q3_28, Q3_29 and Q3_31 are reversed. One item excluded being Q3_10. 
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From Table 3.19, it is evident that: 
• The items of the 31 Workplace Well-being Questionnaire loaded clearly on 
to the proposed Four Factor Solution. 
• 9 items loaded onto Factor one (Job Satisfaction), 7 items load onto Factor 
two (Intrusion of work into private life), 6 items load onto Factor three 
(Employer Care) and 8 items load onto Factor four (Organisational respect 
for the employee). 
• Item Q3_24, i.e. ‘I believe that my employer cares about his or her staff’s 
well-being’, (previously part of “Employer Care”), now loads with 
“Organisation respect for the employee”.  
 
Table 3.20 Results of a Factor Correlation Matrix obtained from the responses to the 
Workplace Well-being Questionnaire (n=452): Four Factors with Item 10 
eliminated. 
Factor Correlation Matrix 
 
Factor one  Factor two Factor three Factor four 
Factor one 1  
Factor two 0.351      1  
Factor three 0.612      0.368      1  
Factor four 0.647      0.304      0.637      1 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
The Factor Correlation Matrix in Table 3.20 based on a Four Factor solution, 
indicate relatively high correlation levels between the four factors.  
 
Based on the results of Table 3.19, it is clear that a Four Factor solution provides 
for a potentially good fit of the structure with the data.. All 30 items have an 
acceptable factor loading. It has also been confirmed that the Eigenvalues of the 
Four Factor Solution (with Item 10 eliminated) still identifies four factors. The 
Eigenvalues are reflected in Table 3.23 below. 
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Table 3.21 The Eigenvalues obtained on the responses to the Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire (n=452): Four Factors with Item 10 eliminated. 
The Eigenvalues obtained on the responses to the WPWBQ-31 (n=452): Four 
Factors with Item 10 eliminated. 
Item Eigenvalue 
1  14.043 
2 2.751 
3 2.165 
4 1.728 
5 0.856 
6 0.769 
7 0.701 
8 0.590 
9 0.568 
11 0.493 
12 0.467 
13 0.446 
14 0.425 
15 0.382 
16 0.355 
17 0.341 
18 0.325 
19 0.307 
20 0.286 
21 0.274 
22 0.257 
23 0.252 
24 0.218 
25 0.199 
26 0.175 
27 0.169 
28 0.154 
29 0.122 
30 0.098 
31 0.085 
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Table 3.22 Variance Explained by Each Factor (Item 10 eliminated) 
Factor Variance 
 
Factors Actual Variance % Variance 
Factor one  13.685 71.07 
Factor two 2.393 12.43 
Factor three 1.807 9.38 
Factor four 1.370 7.12 
Total Variance = 19.255 (100%) 
 
It is evident that all the factor variances of the different factors in Table 3.22 are 
above the acceptable norm of 5%. 
 
The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire reports 
relatively high levels of internal consistency and reliability as reflected in Table 
3.23. 
 
Table 3.23 The Cronbach Alpha co-efficient as indicator of internal consistency and 
reliability of the WPWBQ-31 
Scale Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
1 Workplace Well-being Questionnaire .950 
Sub-scales Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
2 Job Satisfaction .930 
3 Organisational respect for the employee .850 
4 Employer care .960 
5 Intrusion of work into private life .930 
 
The Cronbach Alpha value for the overall Workplace Well-being Questionnaire 
reported a strong internal consistency value of .95. The reliability of the overall 
Workplace Well-being measure in all four sub-scales was consistently above 
conventional standards.  
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The next step in the analysis was to employ a CFA on the multi-dimensional 4 
Factor structure of Workplace Well-being. The items in each of the factors in the 
WPWBQ-31 were randomly grouped into parcels.  
 
The CFA as carried out on the 30 items, (grouped into 4 parcels each for Factor 
one and four, and 3 parcels each for factor two and three) as supported by Bagozzi 
and Heatherton (1994). 
 
The results of the CFA for the 4 Factor Workplace Well-being solutions are 
reflected in Table 3.24. 
 
Table 3.24 Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) on the Four Factor solution of 
WPWBQ-31 with 1 Item eliminated. (n=452) 
Noncentrality Fit Indices 
 
Lower 90% Point Upper 90% 
 
Conf. Bound Estimate Conf. Bound 
Population Noncentrality Parameter 0.599834453 0.732305 0.881486725 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index 0.084503765 0.09337 0.102439688 
McDonald Noncentrality Index 0.643557846 0.693397 0.740879543 
Population Gamma Index 0.894829312 0.911045 0.92594485 
Adjusted Population Gamma Index 0.84975616 0.872921 0.894206929 
    
Single Sample Fit Indices 
 Value 
Joreskog GFI 0.890888986 
Joreskog AGFI 0.844127122 
Akaike Information Criterion 1.04052114 
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 1.36888601 
Browne-Cudeck Cross Validation Index 1.04639315 
Independence Model Chi-Square 6043.43814 
Independence Model df 105 
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Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index 0.934263407 
Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 0.934021243 
Bentler Comparative Fit Index 0.947246224 
James-Mulaik-Brett Parsimonious Fit Index 0.747410726 
Bollen's Rho 0.917829259 
Bollen's Delta 0.947402575 
 
Statistically the indices suggest that a four-factor structure (with one item 
eliminated) is a more suitable fit than without the item deletion with the data of the 
WPWBQ-31. 
 
For the RMSEA as an indicator of fit, values less than 0.06 are usually considered 
to indicate a good and acceptable fit.  A fit parameter for the RMSEA of ≥ 1.0 is 
generally accepted as a poor fit.  With reference to Table 3.26, the Steiger-Lind 
RMSEA Index reflects a point estimate fit of 0.093. This indicates a promising fit. 
The Joreskog GFI (Goodness-of-Fit Index) and the Joreskog AGFI (Adjusted 
Goodness-of-fit Index) indicates a good fit parameter when values of .90 or greater 
are recorded. The GFI and AGFI in Table 3.26 reflect values of 0.90 and 0.84 
respectively. These results indicate an acceptable fit. The Bentler-Bonett Normed 
Fit Index and the Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index indicate a good fit when 
values are > 0.90. In this instance, these two indices, (Normed Fit and Non-
Normed) reached values of 0.93 and 0.93 which indicate an acceptable to good fit. 
From these results it was concluded that a satisfactory fit between the original 
structure and the responses of the present research participants can be assumed. 
 
3.4.2.1 Summary 
Owing to the factor structures and the good performance of the revalidation criteria 
of the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire, it is accepted that this measuring 
instrument does offer value for future research opportunities. For the purposes of 
continuity, the four factors will be identified as follows: 
Factor one:  Job satisfaction 
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Factor two:  Organisational respect for the employee 
Factor three:  Employer Care 
Factor four:  Intrusion of work into private life 
 
3.4.3 The Psychological Capital Questionnaire designed by Luthans et al. 
(2007) 
In order to research the linked dimensions of the PSYCAP construct a measuring 
instrument was developed by Luthans et al. (2007).  
 
Findings from the meta-analysis conducted by Avey et al. (2011) support the multi-
dimensional nature of PSYCAP with high correlations in the 0.6 and 0.7 between 
the dimension ranges. Luthans et al. (2007) state that PSYCAP is best modelled 
through CFA as a second order factor fit. The development of the 24 items PCQ 
necessitated selecting constructs with the least number of items necessary for 
internal reliability. Based on content and face validity, six items were selected from 
each of the four measures. The wording was amended to be appropriate for the 
business environment and to meet the definition of “state-like”. 
Luthans et al. (2007) finally agreed on 24 items and decided to put the response 
choices into a 6-point Likert-type scale, i.e. 
 1 = strongly disagree   2 = disagree 
 3 = somewhat disagree   4 = somewhat agree 
 5 = agree     6 = strongly agree 
 
The research respondents were asked to describe how they feel about themselves 
right now. Some of the sample items included the following: 
• Efficacy:   “I feel confident in representing my work area in 
meetings with meetings”. 
• Hope: “Right now I see myself as being pretty successful at 
work”. 
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• Resilience: “When I have a setback at work, I have trouble 
recovering from it, moving on (R)” and 
• Optimism: “I always look on the bright side of things regarding my 
job”. 
 
According to Luthans et al., (2007) the four measures that represent PSYCAP 
originate from the following sources: 
• Self-efficacy – 6 items from the ‘Role Breadth Self-efficacy’ (RBSE) of 
Parker (1998) 
• Hope –  6 items from the ‘State Hope Scale’ of Snyder et al., (1996) 
• Resilience –  6 items from the Resilience Scale of Wagnild and Young 
(1993) 
• Optimism – 6 items from the Life Orientation Test of Scheier & Carver. 
(1985) 
 
In order to ensure psychometric support for the PCQ-24, Luthans et al., (2007) 
contended that hope, self-efficacy, resilience and optimism may have conceptual 
independence and discriminate validity; they also make a unique theoretical and 
measureable contribution. 
 
3.4.3.1 Research samples used to validate the PSYCAP measuring 
instrument 
In designing the questionnaire, the research group (Luthans et al. 2007) accepted 
two major criteria in constructing the PCQ. 
1) They proposed that each of the four constructs would have equal weight. 
This  resulted in the best six items from each of four measures being selected. 
2) That the selected items should have face and content validity with being 
state-like and relevant to the workplace or adaptable to wording changes to 
make them relevant. 
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Two studies were conducted to analyse the measure of PSYCAP and to test two 
hypotheses, i.e. (1) Employees’ level of PSYCAP will be positively related to their 
performance and job satisfaction and (2) Employees’ level of PSYCAP will have a 
relatively stronger relationship to their performance and job satisfaction than each 
of the individual facets of hope, resilience, optimism, and self-efficacy. The results 
of these studies appear in Table 3.25 below (Luthans et al., p.557, 2007).  
 
Table 3.25 Two studies designed to analyse the measure of PSYCAP 
Study 1 Study 2 
• Utilised 3 samples of management 
students (emerging adults) 
• First sample: consisted of 167 
management students from a large 
Midwest University 
• Average age of 22.25 years and 67% 
were men 
• Second sample: drawn 5 months later 
from different students but from the 
same Midwest university and students 
from the second largest university in the 
Mid-east. A total of 404 management 
students responded with an average 
age of 21.10 years and 58% were men. 
• Third sample: administered a series of 
scales at three points in time over a four 
week period to 174 different students 
from the same mid-western university 
• Utilised two samples of employees 
• First sample: Utilised 115 engineers 
and technicians from a very large (150 
000 employee) organisation 
• The 115 participants that responded 
had an average age of 44.83 years and 
80% were men 
• Second sample: A service sample was 
made up of 144 employees from 
different functions and levels of a 
midsized (900 employee) insurance 
services firm. 
• Average age of 33.79 years and 65% 
were women. 
 
 
Table 3.26 Results of the CFA conducted on two studies in the USA 
Results of the CFA and model fit 
Study one Study two 
SRMR  .051 SRMR .056 
RMSEA  .046 RMSEA  .048 
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CFI  .934 CFI    .924 
Result: 
Using the combinatorial rule that 
two of three indices should be 
within acceptable ranges for 
adequate model fit, overall fit was 
deemed adequate for Study 1. 
Result: 
Using the combinatorial rule that 
two of three indices should be 
within acceptable ranges for 
adequate model fit, overall fit was 
deemed adequate for Study 2. 
 
The CFA results in Table 3.26 indicated the model fit with six items for each of the 
four facets (i.e., hope, resilience, optimism, and hope) and the fit of each of the four 
dimensions to the higher-order PSYCAP.  
 
The two samples were combined to conduct the second CFA, as the sample sizes 
of both studies were low. The results were similar to those established in the CFA 
results of Study 1.  The CFA results in the second study were: SRMR = .056, 
RMSEA = .048 and CFI = .924. These results provided additional support for the 
higher-order factor structure for the overall PSYCAP measure. According to 
Luthans et al., (2007) the results from the model comparisons supported the 
proposed higher-order positive psychological factor (PSYCAP). 
 
In addition to the CFA, Luthans et al. (2007) also empirically examined the 
discriminant, convergent, and criterion validity. Findings from the analyses indicate 
that PSYCAP accounts for unique variance beyond recognised traits like 
personality and core self-evaluations when predicting job satisfaction and 
organisational commitment. The Cronbach alphas for each of the four 6-item 
adapted measures and the overall PSYCAP measure reflects as follows:  
 
Table 3.27 Cronbach Alphas – Reliability of Measures of the PCQ-24. 
Construct Cronbach Alphas for the 4 samples 
Hope .72 .75 .80 .76 
Resilience .72 .71 .66 .72 
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Self-efficacy .75 .84 .85 .75 
Optimism .74 .69 .76 .79 
Overall PSYCAP .88 .89 .89 .89 
  
Although some values did not reach generally acceptable levels of internal 
consistency, i.e. the lower than acceptable value for the resilience scale (.66) and 
the lower than acceptable value for the optimism scale (.69), the reliability of the 
overall PSYCAP measure in all four samples tended to be at conventionally 
accepted standards (.88 and .89). 
 
To determine the degree of stability of the PSYCAP measure over time, Luthans et 
al., (2007) calculated test-retest reliabilities on the PSYCAP instrument compared 
with instruments measuring core self-evaluations, conscientiousness, and positive 
emotions. Luthans et al., (2007) report that Test-retest statistics were calculated 
across each point in time and then averaged. The Test-retest statistics for 
conscientiousness (.76) and core self-evaluations (.87) both showed relatively 
higher stability than the PSYCAP measure (.52) and positive emotions measure 
(.46). The findings suggest not only that PSYCAP and core self-evaluations are 
related yet distinct constructs, but also that there is preliminary empirical evidence 
that PSYCAP may be state-like rather than trait-like. 
 
The abovementioned results from the analyses emphasise that PSYCAP accounts 
for a unique variance beyond recognised traits such as personality and core self-
evaluations when predicting job satisfaction and organisational commitment.  
 
Luthans et al. (2007) concluded that there was substantial evidence underlining 
that the positive sub-constructs of PSYCAP have a mutual core (PSYCAP) and are 
associated with performance and satisfaction. 
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3.4.3.2 A South African study that has used the PSYCAP measuring 
instrument 
Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2012) have conducted a research study amongst 131 
human resources practitioners, who are members of the South African Board of 
Personnel Practice (SABPP), to determine whether they, as custodians of change 
and positive behaviour in organisations, have embraced the core elements of 
Positive Organisational Behaviour (POB). The total membership of the SABPP is 1 
500 which resulted in a response rate of 15%.  
 
Table 3.28 Demographical profile of the South African PSYCAP Study (n=131) 
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The demographical profile of the Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) study 
presented a similar spread to the current study.  The gender distribution, the ethnic 
profile, and the educational level of the respondents are broadly similar. 
 
The initial factor analyses presented six possible factors that could be retained in 
terms of the Meneigen criterion with values > 1.0. The Luthans et al. (2007) study 
developed four factors. The Eigenvalues obtained by Du Plessis and Barkhuizen 
(2012) are reflected in Table 3.29 below. 
 
Table 3.29 Eigenvalues results in the Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2012) study (n =131) 
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It is evident from Table 3.29 that six factors have been presented with values > 1.0. 
The first four factors cumulatively account for 54.41% of the total variance. 
Although Factors 5 and 6 have eigenvalues > 1.0, these factors could not be 
interpreted and therefore it was decided not to pursue them further. 
 
Once the factors had been identified, they were rotated using the Orthogonal 
rotation method to achieve a more interpretable structure. The results are reported 
in Table 3.30. 
 
Table 3.30 The Orthogonal transformation matrix of the Du Plessis and Barkhuizen 
(2012) study (n = 131) 
 
 
It is evident from Table 3.30 that some of the factors are negatively correlated, 
therefore a four-factor structure did not make sense. A repeat of the factor analysis 
resulted in a three-factor structure. The new factors were labeled as Hopeful-
Confidence (replacing self-efficacy), Optimism and Resilience. This result clearly 
does not compare fully with the four-factor structure of the PCQ-24 designed by 
Luthans et al. (2007). Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2012) confirmed that the PSA-
PCQ factors have a useful meaning and were usable for further investigation. The 
results of the Pearson correlation coefficients for the PSA-PCQ indicated that all 
the items correlated, as no negative r-values were detected. 
 
The multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) of the PSYCAP dimensions 
conducted by Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) included the following 
biographical variables: 
• Gender 
• Age 
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• Ethnic groupings 
• Home language 
• Marital status 
• Educational level 
• Years of work experience 
• Organisational level  
• Years in the organisation 
• Level of SABPP registration. 
 
The results of the MANOVA on the three factor structure of PSYCAP emphasized 
that noteworthy differences exist for the demographic categories of age, ethnicity, 
home language, marital status, organisational level and educational level.  
 
In summary, Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) posit that the three-factor structure 
seems more relevant as constructs in the South African sample. Furthermore, the 
research has shown that HR practitioners display a high level of Hopeful-
Confidence, Resilience and Optimism. Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) 
acknowledged that further POB research on different samples was necessary. 
 
3.4.4 Current study - Factor structure of the PSYCAP Questionnaire (PCQ)  
The core construct of Psychological Capital and its sub-constructs of Self-efficacy, 
Hope, Resilience and Optimism in the present study were tested on a research 
sample in the Motor Manufacturing and Retail industry in South Africa. Before an 
in-depth statistical factor analysis could be conducted, the suitability and adequacy 
of the responses for performing factor analyses had to be determined. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was applied on the original responses of the PCQ-24 
in this study. The purpose of the KMO index and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 
fully discussed previously. 
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The KMO index and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity yielded values of 0.902 and a Chi-
Square value of 3353.918 (df = 276 and p = 000) respectively. These results in 
Table 3.31 were regarded as adequate evidence that a factor analysis could be 
employed.  
 
Table 3.31 KMO index and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
KMO index and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy. 
 
0.902 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 3353.918 
 df 276 
 
Sig. 0 
 
In terms of the need to determine the contents, the factor structures, reliability of 
the measuring instruments, both confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses were 
employed on the responses of the research participants to the items of the PCQ-
24.  
 
Firstly a CFA was carried out on the responses to the 24 items of the PCQ-24. The 
original factor structure of the questionnaire was imposed onto the responses of 
the research participants. The results are shown in Table 3.32 below.  
 
Table 3.32 The CFA fit indices obtained from the original Psychological Capital 
Questionnaire Structure (n = 452) 
Noncentrality Fit Indices 
 
Lower 90% 
Conf. Bound 
Point 
Estimate 
Upper 90% 
Conf. Bound 
Population Noncentrality Parameter 1.03457424 1.21514377 1.41260474 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index 0.064850492 0.070282351 0.075777937 
McDonald Noncentrality Index 0.493465481 0.54467179 0.596135599 
Population Gamma Index 0.894680805 0.908049145 0.920628459 
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Adjusted Population Gamma Index 0.871561957 0.887864811 0.903205438 
    
Single Sample Fit Indices 
 Value 
 
Joreskog GFI 0.872055102 
Joreskog AGFI 0.843969637 
Akaike Information Criterion 1.84570857 
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 2.33825589 
Browne-Cudeck Cross Validation Index 1.85976185 
Independence Model Chi-Square 3420.92081 
Independence Model df 276 
Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index 0.78823989 
Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 0.829164502 
Bentler Comparative Fit Index 0.84787707 
James-Mulaik-Brett Parsimonious Fit 
Index 
0.702561641 
Bollen's Rho 0.762415486 
Bollen's Delta 0.849168923 
 
The indices reflected in Table 3.32 do represent a structure fit between the PCQ-
24 structures as determined by Luthans et al. (2007) and the responses of the 
current sample. The goodness of fit indices (GOF) on the original structure yielded 
values of RMSEA = 0.07, GFI = 0.87, AGFI = 0.84, NFI = 0.79 and NNFI = 0.83. 
The level for a satisfactory fit of the last four indices should be in the range of .9. It 
is evident that these results fall out of this range and therefore can conclude that 
there is not a satisfactory fit between the original structure and the responses of 
the present research participants.  
 
It was necessary to confirm the reliability and consistency of the measuring 
instrument. The results of the Cronbach Alpha co-efficient of the PCQ-24 and its 
dimensions appear in Table 3.33 below. 
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Table 3.33 Cronbach Alpha Co-efficient based on the original PCQ-24. 
Cronbach Alpha Co-efficient 
For total 
PSYCAP 
instrument 
Sub-scale:         
Self-efficacy 
Sub scale: 
Hope 
Sub scale: 
Resilience 
Sub scale: 
Optimism 
0.875 0.780 0.740 0.629 0.677 
 
The Eigenvalues and Scree Plot for the 24 item PSYCAP Questionnaire (n=452) 
are reflected in Table 3.34 and Figure 3.2 respectively.  
 
Table 3.34 The Eigenvalues obtained on the responses on the PSYCAP Questionnaire 
(n=452) 
Component Initial Eigenvalues 
 Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 7.048 29.368 29.368 
2 1.712 7.133 36.501 
3 1.377 5.739 42.24 
4 1.221 5.088 47.328 
5 1.143     4.761 52.088 
6 1.109 4.622 56.711 
7 0.987 4.113 60.823 
8 0.897 3.737 64.56 
9 0.813 3.387 67.947 
10 0.716 2.982 70.928 
11 0.711 2.964 73.892 
12 0.657 2.739 76.631 
13 0.621 2.589 79.22 
14 0.6 2.502 81.722 
15 0.562 2.343 84.065 
16 0.538 2.243 86.308 
17 0.52 2.168 88.476 
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18 0.472 1.965 90.441 
19 0.458 1.908 92.349 
20 0.42 1.751 94.1 
21 0.414 1.726 95.826 
22 0.354 1.473 97.299 
23 0.329 1.372 98.671 
24 0.319 1.329 100 
Total variance explained 
 
Figure 3.2 Scree Plot of Eigenvalues: Psychological Capital (n=452) 
 
It is evident from the results of the eigenvalues that the % variance of Factor five 
and Factor six are < 5% and therefore it was decided not to pursue these factors. 
In order to arrive at a satisfactory factor solution it was decided to employ a four-
factor solution. The results appear in Table 3.35 below. 
 147 
 
Table 3.35 Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) obtained on the responses on the PCQ-24 
(n = 452): Four Factor solution with no items out 
Factor 
  1 2 3 4 Out 
Q1_1 -0.127 -0.198 0.366 0.318 * 
Q1_2 0.055 -0.047 0.778 -0.015 
 Q1_3 0.165 -0.072 0.637 -0.016 
 Q1_4 0.312 -0.004 0.569 -0.036 
 Q1_5 0.016 -0.005 0.315 0.107 
 Q1_6 -0.122 -0.057 0.373 0.338 * 
Q1_7 -0.017 -0.045 0.005 0.336 
 Q1_8 0.533 -0.012 0.257 0.009 
 Q1_9 0.083 -0.025 -0.060 0.564 
 Q1_10 0.608 -0.135 0.152 0.034 
 Q1_11 0.403 -0.062 -0.025 0.368 * 
Q1_12 0.511 -0.064 0.156 0.057 
 Q1_13 0.015 -0.296 0.158 0.140 * 
Q1_14 0.030 -0.024 0.030 0.550 
 Q1_15 -0.072 -0.036 0.023 0.289 * 
Q1_16 0.012 0.072 0.065 0.505 
 Q1_17 0.107 0.158 0.113 0.588   
Q1_18 0.159 0.003 0.095 0.460   
Q1_19 0.318 0.005 -0.160 0.430   
Q1_20 0.012 -0.724 -0.018 -0.075   
Q1_21 0.380 -0.162 0.140 0.179   
Q1_22 0.427 -0.150 0.010 0.082   
Q1_23 0.068 -0.687 -0.031 -0.027   
Q1_24 0.189 -0.033 0.059 0.334   
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.    
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.   
Rotation converged in 17 iterations.     
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It is evident from the abovementioned Table 3.35 that there are items that are cross-
loaded (Items Q1_1, Q1_6 andQ1_11) and that there are items that do not load to a 
factor at all (Items Q1-13 and Q1_15). It was decided to repeat the EFA and to eliminate 
these items. The results of the EFA appear in Table 3.36 below. 
 
Table 3.36 Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) obtained on the responses on the PCQ-24  
(n = 452): Four Factor solution with five items out (Items Q1_1, Q1_6, Q1_11, 
Q1_13 and Q1_15) 
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Item Q1_7 does not load on any factor in Table 3.36. In order to arrive at a 
satisfactory factor solution and following the decision rules for eliminating items 
that do not load it was decided to repeat the three-factor EFA with six items 
eliminated. Factor two now only contained two items.  
 
Table 3.37 Results of Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) obtained on the responses on 
the PCQ-24 (n = 452): Three Factor solution with  six items out. (Items 
Q1_1, Q1_6, Q1_7, Q1_11, Q1_13 and Q1_15) 
Factor 
  1 2 3 4 Out 
Q1_2 -0.001 -0.062 -0.744 -0.043   
Q1_3 0.023 -0.081 -0.612 -0.139   
Q1_4 -0.01 0 -0.631 -0.23   
Q1_5 0.146 -0.04 -0.338 0.074   
Q1_8 0.09 -0.02 -0.216 -0.499   
Q1_9 0.449 0.014 0.001 -0.103   
Q1_10 0.072 -0.105 -0.115 -0.659   
Q1_12 0.061 0.02 -0.209 -0.499   
Q1_14 0.56 -0.06 -0.018 0.025   
Q1_16 0.564 0.05 -0.101 0.126   
Q1_17 0.718 0.126 -0.084 0.03   
Q1_18 0.51 0.006 -0.074 -0.105   
Q1_19 0.517 -0.019 0.149 -0.184   
Q1_20 -0.035 -0.731 -0.032 0.073   
Q1_21 0.32 -0.252 -0.096 -0.217 * 
Q1_22 0.239 -0.229 0.056 -0.294 * 
Q1_23 -0.029 -0.625 -0.039 -0.041   
Q1_24 0.449 -0.136 -0.041 -0.006   
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
It is evident from Table 3.37 that Items Q1_21 and 22 did not load on any of the 
four factors. Factor two only has two items. In order to arrive at a satisfactory factor 
solution and following the decision rules for eliminating items that do not load, it 
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was decided to repeat the EFA and to eliminate both Items Q1_21 and 22. The 
results of the EFA appear in the Table 3.41 below. 
 
Table 3.38 Results of Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) obtained on the responses on 
the PCQ-24 (n = 452): Four Factor solution with eight items out. (Items 1, 6, 7, 
11, 13, 15, 21 and 22) 
1 2 3 4 Out
Q1_2 -0.024 0.021 -0.797 -0.018
Q1_3 0.012 0.047 -0.658 -0.106
Q1_4 -0.001 0.006 -0.612 -0.224
Q1_5 0.143 0.04 -0.327 0.062
Q1_8 0.108 0.019 -0.249 -0.432
Q1_9 0.464 0.004 0.022 -0.115
Q1_10 0.109 0.138 -0.095 -0.639
Q1_12 0.088 0.028 -0.138 -0.552
Q1_14 0.576 0.075 -0.006 0.03
Q1_16 0.557 -0.04 -0.073 0.099
Q1_17 0.733 -0.089 -0.047 0.029
Q1_18 0.526 0.021 -0.04 -0.114
Q1_19 0.516 0.023 0.135 -0.172
Q1_20 -0.005 0.866 0.028 0.088
Q1_23 -0.017 0.56 -0.038 -0.095
Q1_24 0.404 0.061 -0.131 0.033
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
                                                   Factor
Rotation converged in 8 iterations.  
 
The factor loading pattern in Table 3.38 indicated that only seven items loaded on 
Factor one, only two items on Factor two, four items on Factor three and three 
items loaded on Factor four. All the items loaded on one of the factors. It appears 
that Factor two a factor with relatively few items. It was decided not to pursue the 
four factor structure as a result of the weak item loading on Factor two and as 33% 
of the items eliminated in the pursuit of a four factor solution. Furthermore, it was 
decided to repeat the EFA based on a Three-Factor Solution in order to search for 
a satisfactory factor structure. The results of the EFA appear in Table 3.39 below. 
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Table 3.39 Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) obtained on the responses on the 
PCQ-24  
(n = 452): Three Factor solution with no items out. 
  One Two Three Out 
Q1_1 0.036 0.187 0.548  
Q1_2 0.079 0.322 0.531 * 
Q1_3 0.177 0.317 0.422 * 
Q1_4 0.244 0.278 0.371  
Q1_5 -0.030 0.117 0.412  
Q1_6 -0.005 0.086 0.577  
Q1_7 0.097 -0.113 0.303  
Q1_8 0.544 0.181 0.047  
Q1_9 0.375 -0.186 0.257  
Q1_10 0.614 0.214 0.018  
Q1_11 0.591 -0.021 0.089  
Q1_12 0.527 0.168 0.045  
Q1_13 0.071 0.277 0.315  
Q1_14 0.312 -0.147 0.331 * 
Q1_15 -0.024 -0.107 0.347  
Q1_16 0.216 -0.208 0.374  
Q1_17 0.370 -0.222 0.348 * 
Q1_18 0.385 -0.080 0.289  
Q1_19 0.610 -0.179 -0.037  
Q1_20 0.109 0.507 0.071  
Q1_21 0.552 0.167 0.072  
Q1_22 0.618 0.149 -0.162  
Q1_23 0.181 0.472 0.066  
Q1_24 0.439 -0.050 0.123  
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 13 iterations. 
 
It is apparent from Table 3.39 that there are four items that are cross-loading. 
According to the decision rules for eliminating items as stipulated previously, items 
which have loaded on to a Factor with a value > 0.3 and where the values of the 
items differ ≤ 0.25, these have to be eliminated.  In this proposed solution, 12 items 
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loaded to Factor one, four items loaded to Factor two and 11 items to factor three. 
It has been decided to repeat the EFA with a three-factor solution, eliminating the 
four cross-loading items (i.e. Q1_2, Q1_3, Q1_14 and Q1_17.) The results of the 
EFA appears in the Table 3.40 below. 
 
Table 3.40 Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) obtained on the responses on the PCQ-24 
(n = 452): Three Factor solution with four items out. (Item Q1_2, Q1_3, Q1_14, 
and Q1_17) 
Factors 
  One Two Three Out 
Q1_1 0.127     0.249     0.388  
Q1_4 0.381     0.220     0.189  
Q1_5 0.099     0.144     0.257 * 
Q1_6 0.104     0.151     0.427  
Q1_7 0.045     -0.068     0.439  
Q1_8 0.613     0.099     -0.042  
Q1_9 0.322     -0.139     0.376 * 
Q1_10 0.630     0.159     -0.027  
Q1_11 0.541     -0.033     0.204  
Q1_12 0.521     0.121     0.063  
Q1_13 0.034     0.370     0.285  
Q1_15 -0.091     0.036     0.418  
Q1_16 0.196     -0.076     0.392  
Q1_18 0.389     0.006     0.270  
Q1_19 0.539    -0.165     0.092  
Q1_20 0.040     0.619     -0.028  
Q1_21 0.600     0.128     -0.005  
Q1_22 0.628     0.082     -0.199  
Q1_23 0.103     0.557     0.013  
Q1_24 0.484     -0.062     0.096  
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 11 iterations. 
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The factor-loading pattern now shows two items that need to be eliminated. Item 
Q1_5 does not load on any of the three factors and Item Q1_9 cross loaded 
between Factor one and Factor three. The values of these two loadings vary ≤ 
0.25. It has been decided that a further EFA be repeated with an extra two items 
eliminated, (i.e. Q1_5 and Q1_9). The results of the Three-factor EFA solution is 
shown in Table 3.41. 
 
Table 3.41 Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) obtained on the responses on the PCQ-24 (n = 
452): Three Factor solution with six items out (Item Q1_2, Q1_3, Q1_5, Q1_9, 
Q1_14, and Q1_17) 
                              Factors 
 
1 2 3 Out 
Q1_1 0.155      0.271     0.332  
Q1_4 0.420      0.174     0.173  
Q1_6 0.138      0.148     0.405 
 
 
Q1_7 0.055     -0.008     0.386  
Q1_8 0.621      0.082     -0.045  
Q1_10 0.626      0.160     -0.032  
Q1_11 0.534      0.010     0.182  
Q1_12 0.516      0.126     0.065  
Q1_13 0.030      0.386 0.289 
 
 
Q1_15 -0.080 0.015     0.466  
Q1_16 0.232     -0.117     0.412  
Q1_18 0.412     -0.002     0.255  
Q1_19 0.546     -0.164     0.091 
 
 
Q1_20 0.026      0.629     -0.046  
Q1_21 0.616      0.106     -0.011  
Q1_22 0.624      0.071     -0.198  
Q1_23 0.079      0.589     -0.002  
Q1_24 0.522     -0.083     0.054  
FACTOR LOADINGS (DIRECT OBLIMIN SOLUTION) 
Converge after 8 iterations 
154 
 
It is clear from the EFA results in Table 3.41 that the items load satisfactorily on 
three Factors. The factor loading pattern of the three–factor solution (with six items 
eliminated) is as follows: 
• Factor 1: Items 4, 8, 10, 11, 12, 18, 19, 21, 22 and 24      = 10 items 
• Factor 2: Items 13, 20 and 23                                             = 3 items 
• Factor 3: Items 1, 6, 7, 15, and 16                                      = 5 items 
 
Table 3.42 Variance Explained by Each Factor 
Factor one % variance Factor two % variance Factor 
three 
% variance 
4.694 77.13 0.766 12.59 0.625 10.27 
Total variance = 6.086 (100%) 
 
Table 3.43 FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX 
 
Factor one Factor two Factor three 
Factor one 1.00   
Factor two 0.407      1.00  
Factor three 0.463      0.189      1.00 
 
 
Table 3.44 The Cronbach Alpha coefficient as indicator of internal consistency and 
reliability of the PCQ-24 of the measurement model. 
Scale Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
1 PSYCAP Questionnaire 
 
0.836 
Sub-scales Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
2 Factor One 
 
0.820 
3 Factor Two 
 
0.610 
4 Factor Three 
 
0.528 
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Although some Cronbach Alpha values of PSYCAP in Table 3.44 did not reach 
generally acceptable levels of internal consistency, i.e. the lower Factor Two scale 
(.610) and the lower Factor three scale (.528), the reliability of the overall PSYCAP 
measure was consistently above conventional standards. This is an indication that 
the PSYCAP Questionnaire is regarded as a composite measuring instrument and 
can be used as one. This is not the case with the individual Cronbach Alpha results 
of the sub-scales of PSYCAP. 
 
The next step in the analysis was to employ a CFA on the multi-dimensional 3 
Factor structure (with six items eliminated) of PSYCAP. In order to arrive i) at a 
statistical robust factor solution, ii) to reduce possible error variance, iii) to improve 
the three-factor goodness of fit solution (GOF) and iv) to reduce the item loading to 
the factors, item parceling was introduced.  The 18 ‘new’ items in the PSYCAP-24 
were randomly grouped into parcels. The CFA was employed on the 18 new items, 
(grouped into 5 parcels for Factor one and no parcels for Factor two with only three 
items and Factor three with 5 items respectively. The CFA values are reflected in 
Table 3.45 below. 
 
Table 3.45 The Confirmatory Factor analysis (CFA) on the 3 Factor solution with six 
items eliminated (n=452):  Psychological Capital  
Noncentrality Fit Indices 
 Lower 90% Point Upper 90% 
Conf. Bound Estimate Conf. Bound 
Population Noncentrality 
Parameter 0.47 0.60 0.74 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA 
Index 0.06 0.07 0.07 
McDonald Noncentrality 
Index 0.69 0.74 0.78 
Population Gamma 
Index 0.92 0.93 0.95 
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Adjusted Population 
Gamma Index 0.90 0.92 0.94 
Single Sample Fit Indices  
 
 
Value 
Joreskog GFI 0.91 
Joreskog AGFI 0.88 
Akaike Information 
Criterion 1.02 
Schwarz's Bayesian 
Criterion 
1.38 
Browne-Cudeck Cross 
Validation Index 
1.03 
Independence Model 
Chi-Square 
2132.25 
Independence Model df 153 
Bentler-Bonett Normed 
Fit Index 
0.82 
Bentler-Bonett Non-
Normed Fit Index 
0.85 
Bentler Comparative Fit 
Index 0.87 
James-Mulaik-Brett 
Parsimonious Fit Index 
0.71 
Bollen's Rho 0.79 
Bollen's Delta 0.87 
 
 
The fit parameter for the RMSEA as an indicator of fit with values less than 0.05 are 
usually considered to be a good and acceptable fit.  A fit parameter for the RMSEA 
of ≥ 0.1 is generally accepted as a poor fit.  With reference to Table 3.45 the 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index reflects a fit of 0.07. This indicates an acceptable fit. The 
Joreskog GFI (Goodness-of-Fit Index) and the Joreskog AGFI (Adjusted Goodness-
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of-fit Index) indicates a good fit parameter when values of .90 or greater are 
recorded. The GFI and AGFI in Table 3.45 reflect respective values of 0.91 and 
0.88. The results indicate that there is a partially acceptable fit. 
 
The Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index and the Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 
indicate a good fit when values are between .90 and 1. In this instance, these two 
indices, (Normed Fit and Non-Normed) reported values of 0.82 and 0.85 which 
indicate partially acceptable fit.  
 
3.4.4.1 Summary of the PSYCAP-24 Measuring instrument 
Owing to the factor structures and the performance of the validity criteria of the 
PCQ-24, this serves to indicate that this measuring instrument in its present format 
is not portable to South African samples.  
It was decided to use the three factor structure as obtained after EFA in further 
analyses. The fit indices with a three and a four factor structures did not seem to 
differ substantially. The presence of poor loading items in the four factor solution 
also has a bearing on this decision.  
For the purposes of continuity, the three factors will be identified as follows: 
Factor one:   Achievement Optimism 
Factor two:   Work perception 
Factor three:   Confidence 
 
The psychometric and overall goodness to fit results reflect poor fit values and 
therefore it is recommended that the PCQ-24 measurement structure is not initially 
portable, in its present format, to South African samples. It was concluded that an 
unsatisfactory fit between the original structure and the research responses of the 
current sample exists.   
 
3.4.5 The Workplace Trust Survey designed by Ferres (2001). 
The Workplace Trust Survey was developed using the responses of 299 
employees from a large NSW public health organisation in Australia. Originally 
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1200 questionnaires were sent out, but only yielded a response of approximately 
26%. All employees within four different facilities, from senior management to non-
management, had the opportunity to complete the survey. According to Ferres 
(2001) no significant differences were revealed in the trust scores between the 
employees from the different facilities or between employees at different position 
levels. 
 
Twelve percent of the participants were in management or senior management 
positions, while 88 percent were from the non-management ranks in the 
organisation. 87 percent of the respondents were female and 13 percent males. 
Ferres (2001) suggested that trust should be measured at different levels within an 
organisation, i.e.  
 a) Organisational trust 
 b) Trust in the immediate manager 
 c) Trust in the co-workers.   
 
With this as a basis, Ferres (2001) used these levels to design the WTS-36 for 
measuring trust in an organisation. The WTS-36 was used in the present study 
because it is possible to assess the trust level of the organisation, the immediate 
manager and the respondent’s colleagues. It is also possible to measure these 
three levels of trust as separate recognisable factors.  
 
The WTS-36 consists of 36 items responded to on a 7-point Likert Scale with 12 
items loading on each of the 3 sub-scales. In terms of the need to determine the 
contents, the factor structures, the validity and reliability of the WTS-36 and the 
goodness of fit of the structure, both confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses 
were employed on the responses of the research participants to the items on the 
questionnaire. 
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Table 3.46 Mean scores, Standard Deviations (SD) and Reliabilities (α) of the WTS-36 as 
administered by Ferris (2001) in Australia 
 
Variable Meanabc SD α 
1 Organisational Trust 3.61 1.57 0.95 
2 Manager Trust 3.65 1.72 0.96 
3 Co-worker Trust 4.96 1.27 0.93 
Ferres (2001) 
 
Table 3.46 presents the mean scores, standard deviations and scale alphas for the 
WTS factors. Although the WTS-36 covered additional sub-dimensions (cognitive, 
affective, behavioural, and normative), only dimensions that are covered in this 
current study will be reported on. According to Ferres (2001) Table 3.46 reflects 
certain findings of note. With reference to the WTS-36 scales, it is noticeable that 
Organisational Trust and Manager Trust scores are below the scale midpoint of 4. 
Co-worker Trust scored above the midpoint with 4.96. This outcome shows a higher 
score for trust in peers compared to trust in management. 
 
Ferres (2001) states that principal component factor analysis was conducted on the 
36-item WTS to test its construct validity. The Scree test produced one strong factor 
(Eigenvalue of 19.01) plus three factors with eigenvalues of 3.94, 1.9 and 1.1. These 
four factors explained a total of 72% of the variance in the WTS scores. The four 
selected factors were rotated to Oblique simple structure. However the resultant 
correlations did not load accurately onto four factors. It was therefore decided not to 
pursue a four-factor solution, hence a three-factor solution was examined. 
 
Table 3.47 Results of Factor analysis (Three factor solution of the WTS-36 on validation 
sample) 
 
No of items Eigenvalue % variance Alphas R p 
Factor one 12 16.83 52.57 .95 .91 <.01 
Factor two 12 3.76 11.74 .94 .93 <.01 
Factor 
three 
12 1.75 5.47 .95 .52 <.01 
Ferres (2001)
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All 36 items loaded strongly onto three factors. The component matrix indicated that 
the data was suitable for factor analyses despite the elimination of items The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin = .96 and the Bartlett’s test of Sphericity were significant, approx. Chi-
Square = 9326, p< .05. As reflected in Table 3.47 the internal reliabilities were over 
.94 or higher. 
  
To further support interpretation, the three emergent factors were correlated. The 
correlation results in Table 3.48 indicate that the three factors correlate quite highly. 
 
Table 3.48 Correlations between the three WTS factors 
Correlations 
 
Factor one 
Trust in 
Organisation 
Factor two 
Trust in  
Colleagues 
Factor three 
Trust in Immediate 
Manager 
Factor one 1.00   
Factor two .46 1.00  
Factor three .65 .52 1.00 
Ferres (2001) 
These relative high correlations can be an indication of the inability of the 
subordinates to separate i) Trust in the organisation from ii) Trust in the manager. 
There seems to be an interpretation that subordinates view their “manager’ as the 
“organisation”. 
 
3.4.5.1 Summary of the Workplace Trust Survey 
The WTS-36 measures three separate factors, i.e. Trust in the organisation, Trust in 
the manager and Trust in the colleague. The measuring instrument offers 36 items 
with 12 items loading on the three identifiable sub-scales. The Cronbach Alpha co-
efficient reported high internal reliability which indicated a good structure for future 
research.  
 
 161 
 
3.4.5.2 Current Study - Factor structure of the Workplace Trust Survey (WTS)  
The construct of Workplace Trust Survey and its sub-constructs of Trust in the 
Organisation, Trust in the Manager and Trust in the Colleague were revalidated oi the 
present study. Before an in-depth statistical factor analysis could be conducted, the 
suitability and adequacy of the responses for performing factor analyses had to be 
determined. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was applied on the original 
responses of the WTS-36 in this study. The purpose of the KMO index and Bartlett's 
Test of Sphericity was fully discussed previously. The KMO index and Bartlett's Test 
of Sphericity yielded values of 0.966 and a Chi-Square value of 15617.7 (df = 630 
and p = 000) respectively. These results in Table 3.52 were regarded as more than 
adequate evidence that a factor analysis could be employed.  
 
Firstly, a CFA was carried out on the 36 responses of the WTS-36. The original factor 
structure of the questionnaire was imposed onto the responses of the research 
participants. In addition, the internal reliability and consistency of the 36 item 
measuring instrument was determined by employing the Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
and was confirmed at .95 for the scale score. The internal reliability coefficients for 
the sub- 
 
scales were:  Trust in the Organisation .95, Trust in the Manager .96 and Trust in the 
Colleagues .93. The Cronbach Alpha co-efficient values of the WTS scales were 
consistently high. The results of the CFA conducted on the original responses are 
indicated in Table 3.49. 
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Table 3.49 The CFA fit indices obtained from the original Workplace Trust Survey (n = 452) 
Noncentrality Fit Indices 
 Lower 90% Point Upper 90% 
Conf. Bound Estimate Conf. Bound 
Population Noncentrality 
Parameter 4.772923 5.14 5.519594 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA 
Index 0.089867 0.09 0.096641 
McDonald Noncentrality 
Index 0.063305 0.077 0.091954 
Population Gamma 
Index 0.765319 0.78 0.790412 
Adjusted Population 
Gamma Index 0.735538 0.755 0.763815 
Single Sample Fit Indices  
 
 
Value 
Joreskog GFI 0.74 
Joreskog AGFI 0.70 
Akaike Information 
Criterion 6.01 
Schwarz's Bayesian 
Criterion 
6.70 
Browne-Cudeck Cross 
Validation Index 
6.04 
Independence Model 
Chi-Square 
16076.14 
Independence Model df 630 
Bentler-Bonett Normed 
Fit Index 
0.84 
Bentler-Bonett Non-
Normed Fit Index 0.86 
Bentler Comparative Fit 
Index 0.87 
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James-Mulaik-Brett 
Parsimonious Fit Index 0.79 
Bollen's Rho 0.83 
Bollen's Delta 0.87 
 
The fit parameter for the RMSEA as an indicator of fit with values less than 0.05 are 
usually considered to be a good and acceptable fit.  A fit parameter for the RMSEA of 
≥ 0.1 is generally accepted as a poor fit.  With reference to Table 3.49 the Steiger-Lind 
RMSEA Index reflects a point estimate fit of 0.09. This indicates an acceptable fit. The 
Joreskog GFI (Goodness-of-Fit Index) and the Joreskog AGFI (Adjusted Goodness-of-
fit Index) indicates a good fit parameter when values of .90 or greater are recorded. 
The GFI and AGFI in Table 3.49 reflect respective values of 0.74 and 0.70. The results 
indicate that there is a poor fit. The Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index and the Bentler-
Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index indicate a good fit when values are between 0 and 1. In 
this instance, these two indices, (Normed Fit and Non-Normed) reported values of 0.86 
and 0.87 which indicate an average fit.  
 
In order to revalidate the factor structure of the Workplace Trust Survey (WTS) in the 
current study, it was decided to employ Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Firstly, in 
order to do arrive at a Factor scale solution of the structure, the Eigenvalues had to 
be established. The Eigenvalues are reflected in Table 3.50. 
 
Table 3.50 The Eigenvalues obtained on the responses of the Workplace Trust Survey 
(n=452) 
Components 
Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 18.275 50.765 50.765 
2 4.298 11.938 62.702 
3 1.708 4.745 67.447 
4 1.048 2.912 70.359 
5 0.808 2.245 72.604 
6 0.701 1.946 74.55 
7 0.663 1.842 76.392 
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8 0.612 1.7 78.092 
9 0.583 1.619 79.711 
10 0.546 1.517 81.228 
11 0.528 1.466 82.695 
12 0.483 1.341 84.035 
13 0.424 1.177 85.213 
14 0.404 1.123 86.336 
15 0.377 1.046 87.382 
16 0.36 1.000 88.382 
17 0.352 0.978 89.36 
18 0.332 0.921 90.281 
19 0.3 0.834 91.115 
20 0.289 0.803 91.918 
21 0.283 0.785 92.703 
22 0.272 0.757 93.46 
23 0.267 0.742 94.201 
24 0.228 0.632 94.833 
25 0.218 0.605 95.439 
26 0.211 0.586 96.025 
27 0.203 0.564 96.589 
28 0.188 0.522 97.111 
29 0.177 0.492 97.603 
30 0.165 0.458 98.061 
31 0.148 0.412 98.473 
32 0.142 0.394 98.867 
33 0.137 0.382 99.249 
34 0.105 0.292 99.541 
35 0.089 0.247 99.787 
36 0.077 0.213 100 
 
 
The Eigenvalues indicate four factors with higher values than ≥ .1. The first 
eigenvalue had a value of 18.275. The cumulative value for this factor is 50.765%. 
Factor two, three and four had Eigenvalues of 4.298, 1.708 and 1.048 respectively.  
The Scree Plot exhibited in Figure 3.3 reflects four factors with Eigenvalues ≥ 1.00 
with a cumulative variance percentage of 70.36%. 
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Table 3.51 Four components with Eigenvalues ≥ 1.00  
Components 
Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 18.275 50.765 50.765 
2 4.298 11.938 62.702 
3 1.708 4.745 67.447 
4 1.048 2.912 70.359 
    
 
Figure 3.3 Scree Plot of Eigenvalues: Workplace Trust Survey (n=452) 
 
As a result of the large gap between the first and the second eigenvalues, it was 
possible that a one factor solution would provide an acceptable solution. It was 
decided to use EFA and to extract three factors, as this was the solution preferred by 
Ferres (2001). The results of the three-factor extraction are shown in Table 3.52. 
 
Table 3.52 Results of EFA obtained on the responses on the WTS-36 (n=452) 
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Three factor pattern matrix 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Q2_1 0.436 0.123 0.094 
Q2_2 0.446 0.067 0.268 
Q2_3 0.619 0.051 0.04 
Q2_4 0.870 -0.032 -0.062 
Q2_5 0.673 0.083 0.03 
Q2_6 0.654 0.06 0.073 
Q2_7 0.926 -0.046 -0.079 
Q2_8 0.757 -0.044 0.184 
Q2_9 0.795 -0.046 0.061 
Q2_10 0.752 0.067 -0.016 
Q2_11 0.797 0.057 0.01 
Q2_12 0.817 -0.001 0.058 
Q2_13 0.044 0.116 0.682 
Q2_14 0.007 -0.005 0.839 
Q2_15 -0.026 -0.005 0.938 
Q2_16 0.097 -0.038 0.878 
Q2_17 0.025 -0.012 0.920 
Q2_18 0.024 -0.021 0.915 
Q2_19 -0.023 0.037 0.787 
Q2_20 0.288 0.032 0.612 
Q2_21 0.261 -0.002 0.652 
Q2_22 0.551 0.093 0.162 
Q2_23 0.675 0.033 0.068 
Q2_24 0.296 0.286 0.232 
Q2_25 -0.206 0.796 0.177 
Q2_26 -0.015 0.779 0.104 
Q2_27 0.001 0.686 0.055 
Q2_28 0.045 0.716 -0.036 
Q2_29 0.072 0.816 -0.071 
Q2_30 -0.032 0.830 0.014 
Q2_31 -0.012 0.835 -0.04 
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Q2_32 0.085 0.739 0.009 
Q2_33 -0.055 0.829 0.005 
Q2_34 0.187 0.733 -0.092 
Q2_35 0.195 0.700 -0.045 
Q2_36 0.104 0.818 -0.083 
 
From the Table 3.52, it is evident that: 
• Only one item (Q2_24) did not load on any of the three factors. Item 
Q2_24 had a loading value of 0.296 (Factor one), 0.286 (Factor two) 
and 0.232 (Factor three), which are all ≤ 0.3. 
• Items Q2_22 and Q2_23 (Trust in the Manager) loaded onto Factor one, 
while the rest of the same sub-scale (Q2_13 to Q2_21) loaded onto 
Factor three. 
 
It was decided to attempt a two-factor solution as Factor 1 and Factor 2 in the three 
factor solution correlated 0.80 with each other. Such a solution would be in line with 
the findings of Dannhauser (2007) and would be in accordance with the loading 
pattern of the three factor solution in Table 3.52. 
 
Table 3.53 EFA results obtained on the responses to the WTS (n=452): Two Factor solution 
FACTOR LOADINGS (DIRECT OBLIMIN ROTATION) 
Converge after 5 iterations 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 
Q2_1 0.476 0.173 
Q2_2 0.662 0.085 
Q2_3 0.573 0.138 
Q2_4 0.671 0.114 
Q2_5 0.604 0.182 
Q2_6 0.633 0.148 
Q2_7 0.696 0.115 
Q2_8 0.818 0.049 
Q2_9 0.733 0.069 
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Q2_10 0.620 0.187 
Q2_11 0.680 0.180 
Q2_12 0.743 0.119 
Q2_13 0.742 0.003 
Q2_14 0.861 -0.143 
Q2_15 0.918 -0.153 
Q2_16 0.955 -0.151 
Q2_17 0.938 -0.145 
Q2_18 0.934 -0.155 
Q2_19 0.792 -0.104 
Q2_20 0.862 -0.022 
Q2_21 0.880 -0.065 
Q2_22 0.638 0.149 
Q2_23 0.645 0.125 
Q2_24 0.493 0.293 
Q2_25 0.005 0.734 
Q2_26 0.098 0.747 
Q2_27 0.049 0.688 
Q2_28 -0.007 0.739 
Q2_29 -0.007 0.825 
Q2_30 -0.008 0.811 
Q2_31 -0.048 0.830 
Q2_32 0.083 0.745 
Q2_33 -0.039 0.812 
Q2_34 0.067 0.768 
Q2_35 0.121 0.730 
Q2_36 0.011 0.829 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. No Items 
reversed. No items excluded. 
 
The results of the EFA in Table 3.53 present a clear loading pattern. Items Q2_1 to 
Q2_12 (i.e. Trust in the Organisation) and Q2_13 to Q2_24 (i.e. Trust in the 
immediate Manager) load onto Factor one . Items Q2_25 to Q2_36 (i.e. Trust in the 
Colleague) load onto Factor two.  
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Table 3.54 Variance Distribution of the Two Factor solution of the WTS (n=452) 
Percentage Variance Distribution 
 Factor one Factor two 
% of Total Variance  17.880 3.90 
% of Common Variance 82.08% 17.92% 
21.783 (100%) 
 
The results in Table 3.54 of the variance distribution for the two factor solution 
indicate that Factor one is responsible for 82.08% of the common variance and Factor 
two responsible for 17.92% of the common variance.  
 
Table 3.55 Factor Correlation Matrix of Factor one and Factor two of WTS (n=452) 
FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX 
 Factor one Factor two 
Factor one 1.00  
Factor two 0.559 1.00 
 
The factor correlation between Factor one and Factor two exhibit quite a high 
correlation of 0.559. 
 
Table 3.56 The Cronbach Alpha co-efficient as an indicator of internal reliability and 
consistency of the new factor structure of WTS. (n=452) 
Scale Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
Workplace Trust Survey .970 
Sub-scales Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
Factor one  .970 
Factor two .950 
 
The sub-scales of the Workplace Trust Cronbach Alpha values in Table 3.56 reached 
acceptable high levels which are indicative of high internal consistency and reliability 
levels. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the overall Workplace Trust Survey shows a 
high internal reliability and consistency of .97. 
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The next step in the analysis was to establish Goodness of fit  for the factors of the 
new structure. The CFA results are reflected in Table 3.57. 
 
Table 3.57 Indices obtained from CFA on a 2 Factor solution (n=452)  
Noncentrality Fit Indices 
 
Lower 90% 
Conf. Bound 
Point 
Estimate 
Upper 90% 
Conf. Bound 
Population Noncentrality Parameter 11.757 12.307 12.874 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index 0.141 0.144 0.147 
McDonald Noncentrality Index 0.002 0.002 0.003 
Population Gamma Index 0.583 0.594 0.605 
Adjusted Population Gamma Index 0.532 0.544 0.556 
Single Sample Fit Indices 
 
Value 
 
Joreskog GFI 0.569 
Joreskog AGFI 0.516 
Akaike Information Criterion 8.357 
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 9.024  
Browne-Cudeck Cross Validation Index 8.386 
Independence Model Chi-Square 16076.14 
Independence Model df 630 
Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index 0.775 
Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 0.792 
Bentler Comparative Fit Index 0.804 
James-Mulaik-Brett Parsimonious Fit 
Index 
0.73 
Bollen's Rho 0.761 
Bollen's Delta 0.805 
 
Values lower than .05 are usually considered to indicate a good and acceptable fit. A 
fit parameter for the RMSEA of ≥ 0.1 is generally accepted as a poor fit.  With 
reference to Table 3.60, the Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index is at a level of 0.141. This 
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indicates a poor and unacceptable fit. The Joreskog GFI (Goodness-of-Fit Index) and 
the Joreskog AGFI (Adjusted Goodness-of-fit Index) indicates a good fit parameter 
when values of .90 or greater are recorded. The GFI and AGFI in Table 3.57 reflect 
respective values of 0.569 and 0.516. 
 
The Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index and the Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 
indicate a good fit when values are between .9 and 1. In this instance, these two 
indices, (Normed Fit and Non-Normed) report values of 0.775 and 0.792 which 
indicate a poor fit.  
 
Table 3.58 The Alpha Coefficients for the new factor scales and sub-scales of the 
composite Well-being Questionnaire (n= 452) 
PSYCAP 
F1 
PSYCAP 
F2 
PSYCAP 
F3 
PSYCAP 
TOTAL 
Trust 
F1 
Trust 
F2 
Trust 
Total 
Well-
being 
F1 
Well- 
being 
F2 
Well-  
being 
F3 
Well-   
being 
F4 
Well- 
being 
Total 
.820 .610 .582 .836 .970 .950 .970 .930 .850 .960 .930 .950 
 
The Cronbach Alpha co-efficient results in Table 3.58 above reflect strong levels of 
internal reliability and consistency for the three measuring instruments used in this 
study.  
 
3.5 Data Gathering 
3.5.1 Research data collection 
E-mail addresses of the research population were used to get access to each 
potential research participant, i.e. all individuals at managerial level of the 
organisation. Two research questionnaires were distributed to the research sample; 
i.e. (a) to all the managerial level staff working at the manufacturing unit in the 
Eastern Cape and (b) to all the managerial level staff working at the 149 Dealerships 
in Southern Africa. The research respondent at the manufacturing unit had to indicate 
in which Division he/she  works by choosing their Division from a drop-down list with 
its corresponding Division’s name. The research respondents of the Dealership had 
to indicate at which Dealership he/she was working by choosing their Dealership from 
a drop-down list with its corresponding Dealership name list. No personnel number or 
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Dealership code was requested in the electronic questionnaire which completely 
eliminated the possibility of identifying the research participant. This ensured 
complete anonymity and confidentiality. The only identification of the research 
respondents were the names of the Divisions at the manufacturing unit and of the 149 
Dealerships.  
 
The managers at the manufacturing unit received a letter from the HR Director one 
week before the questionnaire was circulated, advising them of the Research Project 
and requesting them to voluntarily take part in the research. Similarly, all the 
individual managers in the 149 Dealerships in Southern Africa also received a letter 
from the  Sales and Marketing Director one week before the questionnaire was 
circulated advising them of the Research Project and inviting them to voluntarily 
participate in the research. 
 
Wilson and Dewaele (2010, p.123) state that the key issue in internet-based research 
is that of reliability. They are of the view: “that although it is hard to see the attraction 
of falsifying answers to an on-line questionnaire, it is certainly true that the internet 
provides fertile ground for deception”.  
 
According to Galestic and Bosnjak (2009), a strong correlation exists between the 
stated length of a questionnaire and the participation rates. In their research study, 
more respondents started the questionnaire when they were told that the completion 
of the questionnaire would last 10 minutes than when they were told that it would last 
30 minutes. This supports the assumption that longer announced completion length 
increases the perceived costs of participation and makes it less likely that the 
research questionnaire will be completed. In preparing for this study, the author 
requested 15 people to “test-drive” the questionnaire and all of them reported a 
completion rate of between 10 and 12 minutes for 91 items.  
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When the actual questionnaire was circulated via e-mail to all the managers of the 
manufacturing unit and the Dealerships, it consisted of the following: 
• A covering letter written by the researcher explaining the aim of the 
research, how to complete the questionnaire and how to submit the 
research results to a confidential web-site which was the property of 
the Nelson Mandela University, assuring them that only the researcher 
and the university Statistician would have access to the responses. 
• One follow-up e-mail was sent to the research participants (both at the 
Manufacturing Unit and the Dealership outlets) as a reminder 
requesting them to complete the research questionnaire.  
 
It was accepted that managers in a world class manufacturing company and its Retail 
Dealership structure could communicate in English. The official business language of 
the research company is English. Therefore, the covering letter and the questionnaire 
were written in English.  
 
Errors were minimized by taking the following administrative aspects into account: 
• This research project made use of the formal research website which was the 
domain of the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University. 
• After a “test-run” of 15 questionnaires, it was decided that the composite 
questionnaire was ready for the formal launch and introduction. 
• The questionnaire was distributed by the research client to the managers of 
the Manufacturing Unit and the Dealerships. The research participants were 
advised that the questionnaire, when completed, should be forwarded to the 
Research Website of the university.  
• Many managers responded immediately once they received the questionnaire. 
The built-in control mechanism of the questionnaire ensured that 100% of the 
items were answered before respondents could proceed to the following 
section of the questionnaire. 
• Apart from general instructions and assurance of anonymity, the questionnaire 
consisted of four sections: 
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  Section 1: PSYCAP Questionnaire 
  Section 2: Workplace Trust Survey 
  Section 3: Workplace Well-being Questionnaire 
  Section 4: Biographical Questions 
• A total of 452 (32.8% of the research population) completed responses were 
received from the Manufacturing Unit and the Dealership network within a 15 
day deadline period. 
• Zatz (2000) is of the view that the computer eliminates the human errors by 
handling the research data entry and eliminating all handwriting issues. 
• It is easier to click on a test-item-option than to complete a sentence by hand. 
• Zatz (2000) also state that there are no extra costs for printing, envelopes and 
stamps, and little paper wastage. 
• Data can be analysed with speed.  
• The research client can receive feedback electronically and at a faster pace. 
• Van de Looij and De Wilde (2008) have found that a web-based administration 
of research questionnaires yield the same results as the paper-and-pen 
method. An analysis of the responses to sensitive research questions also 
yielded the same results. Their findings confirm that the research results of a 
web-based research questionnaire yield the same results as a pen-and-paper 
method. The web-based questionnaire, however, is quicker to complete and is 
prone to fewer mistakes than the pen-and-paper method of administration.   
 
However, Zatz (2000) also highlights the following negative features of electronic 
research 
• The research respondents must have access to a computer and an e-mail 
account. In the present study, the researcher did not encounter challenges of 
inability to respond as all the managers had access to e-mail facilities. 
• Bulk e-mails from outside vendors are usually stopped or cancelled by the IT 
Division of the research client. As this research questionnaire was 
administered and distributed by the Research Client, this was not an issue at 
all. 
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• The research participant must not be able to submit an incomplete 
questionnaire. In the present study when a research participant activated the 
“submit” button with an incomplete questionnaire, the computer would 
automatically identify whether an item was overlooked or ignored and also 
identify which item it was.  This function ensures that a 100% completed 
questionnaire is submitted. 
 
Prior to the introduction of sections A, B, C and D of the Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire, the same explanation appeared to ensure consistency throughout the 
completion of the composite questionnaire. In this section, the research participants 
were reminded of the following: 
• They had to provide information on how leaders / managers and 
supervisors typically deal with situations in the workplace on a daily 
basis. 
• They had to indicate the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with 
the statement. 
• They had to choose their reaction from one of the options provided for 
each statement. 
• They had to respond to the statement by clicking on the button which 
most accurately represented their response. 
• They were requested to also complete section D (Biographical data) of 
the questionnaire 
• They were requested to work as fast as possible and to answer all the 
questions. 
• Should they be interrupted while completing the questionnaire, they 
were allowed to keep the questionnaire open and return at a later time. 
• It was confirmed that there were no right or wrong answers and that the 
questionnaire was voluntary. 
• They were notified that that all the responses were treated with the 
utmost confidentiality.   
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3.5.2 The analysis of data 
A quantitative approach was used to analyse the research data. Two variable 
(bivariate) correlation analyses and three variable (multivariate) correlation analyses 
were performed.  
The multivariate analysis methods used in this research study were the following: 
• Product-moment correlation analysis 
• Multiple regression analysis 
• Exploratory factor analysis 
• Confirmatory factor analysis 
• Structural Equation Modelling  
 
The composite measuring instrument comprising of three individual instruments, have 
all been developed in countries outside of South Africa, i.e.  
• Workplace Well-being Questionnaire developed in Australia. 
• Psychological Capital Questionnaire developed in United States of 
America 
• Workplace Trust Survey developed in Australia  
 
It is for this reason that the measurement equivalence of the three instruments had to 
be re-assessed. This cross validation process was done by using: 
• Exploratory (EFA) and Confirmatory (CFA) factor analysis 
• The assessment of the relationships between the variables and their 
dimensions was done using regression and multiple regression 
analyses. 
• Structural equation modeling was used to establish the goodness of fit 
between a proposed model and the empirical research data. 
• Cross sectional analysis was performed by using ANOVA (more  than 
two variables) and T-test (two variables only). 
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3.6 Item parceling in SEM 
Item parceling is the statistical practice of combining the results of the research items 
into smaller groups of items within the scales or sub-scales. The purpose, according 
to Bandalos (2002), for using item parceling is: 
• To ensure the stability of the parameter estimates 
• To improve the variable to sample size ratio and  
• To remedy small sample sizes. 
 
3.7 Summary 
In Chapter 3 the nature and composition of the research sample was discussed. The 
research sample was also described in detail. The three measuring instruments i.e., i) 
Workplace Well-being designed and introduced by Parker and Hyett (2011), ii) 
Psychological Capital designed and introduced by Luthans et al. (2007) and iii) 
Workplace Trust designed and introduced by Ferres (2001) were discussed in detail.   
 
By using CFA and EFA new factor structures were developed by utilising the 
responses of a South African sample (n = 452). 
 
The research participants and the sampling process were defined and highlighted. 
The various approaches to the analysis of the data were outlined. The reliability and 
consistency of the measuring instruments were explained as well as the factor 
structures of each measuring instrument.  The research questions and results will be 
presented and discussed in Chapter 4. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 
 
4.1 Introduction 
The analysis of the data had as its main goal the answering of the research questions 
and the testing of the formulated propositions as stated in Chapter 2.  
The data obtained from the 452 managers included in this study was used to test the 
internal consistency, confirm the factor structure and determine the portability of the 
three measuring instruments to the South African scenario.  
 
The portability of instruments is a crucial component of measurement, especially with 
reference to its validity, generalisability and fairness of the measuring instrument 
which  was designed, developed and standardised in another country. According to 
De Bruin and Bernard-Phera (2002, p.2) constructs that were developed in, for 
example the USA, will not necessarily be valid when used in the South African 
context. They further state that: 
Research findings in the United States of America cannot 
necessarily be generalised to contexts that differ radically from 
the context in which the research was originally done. In this 
regard it is important to empirically evaluate the validity of 
measuring instruments and the relationships between constructs 
in the new context. 
 
This chapter presents the results of the analyses to establish whether the proposed 
relationships between the variables exist. 
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4.2 Contents of new Composite Workplace Well-being Questionnaire  
 
Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics of scores on the Measuring Instruments (n = 452) 
Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Std. 
Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 
PSYCAP 1 49.65 50 6.12 -0.83 1.20 
PSYCAP 2 13.66 14 2.89 -0.75 0.44 
PSYCAP 3 25.36 26 2.82 -0.44 0.08 
Trust 1 137.60 144 25.55 -1.65 2.96 
Trust 2 68.55 71 10.65 -1.19 1.74 
WB 1 37.94 38 5.80 -1.12 2.30 
WB 2 22.62 23 5.94 -0.29 -0.49 
WB3 24.53 24.5 5.10 -1.24 1.76 
PSYCAP TOTAL 88.67 89.5 9.47 -0.52 0.50 
Trust TOTAL 206.15 214 32.99 -1.39 2.41 
WB TOTAL 117.08 118.5 18.58 -0.82 1.26 
 
The first research questions states: 
What is the content of the constructs and to what extent can 
the measuring instrument and the statistical outcomes be 
transferred to a cultural environment different from the 
original where it was developed?   
 
Proposition 1 - The factor outcomes for each of the variables will be interpretable in 
a culture setting different from where the measuring instrument was developed. 
 
The content of the constructs, (PSYCAP, Trust and Well-being) although understood, 
did not exhibit the same outcomes as intended by the original authors of the 
measuring instruments. The detailed analysis will be discussed later in the chapter.  
 
Since the new factor structure is different to the original US and Australian factor 
structure, it is a strong indication that the outcomes of the variables are not 
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interpretable in the South African cultural setting, which is different to the cultural 
setting where the measuring instrument was developed. The detailed analysis will be 
discussed later in the chapter.  
 
As a result of a process of factor analysis, the three measuring instruments were 
statistically refined for a better fit on the data from the South African sample. The new 
refined factor structures appear in Table 4.2 below. 
 
Table 4.2  New Factor Structures of instruments in composite Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire (n = 452) 
Factors A. Workplace 
Well-being 
Sub-scales 
New 
Items per 
factor 
Cronbach 
Alpha of 
new factors 
Factor One Job Satisfaction 9 .930 
Factor Two     Employer Care 7 .850 
Factor Three  Organisational Respect   6 .960 
Factor Four Intrusion of work into the 
Private Life         
8 
.950 
Workplace Well-
being Total 
WPWBQ 30 .950 
 
Factors B. PSYCAP Sub-
scales 
Items per 
factor 
Cronbach 
Alpha of 
new factors 
Factor One Sense of Achievement 
and Optimism 
10 
.820 
Factor Two Perception of Work 
 
3  .610 
Factor Three Confidence 5 .528 
PSYCAP Total PCQ 18 .836 
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Factors C. Workplace 
Trust Sub-
scales 
Items per 
factor 
Cronbach 
Alpha of 
new factors 
Factor One Trust in the Leader and 
organisation 
24 .970 
Factor Two Trust in the Colleague  12 .950 
Workplace Trust 
Total 
WTS 36 .970 
 
It is apparent from the table mentioned above that the original factor structures were 
statistically amended. It is encouraging to see that the internal reliability values of the 
measuring instruments have remained relatively high. The main adjustments are as 
follows: 
 
4.2.1 Workplace Well-being Questionnaire (WPWBQ-31) 
• The items of the Workplace Well-being Questionnaire were reduced from 31 to 
30. (Item Q3_10) 
• The four-factor solution and the factor identities have remained unchanged. 
 
4.2.2 Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ-24) 
• The items of the PCQ-24 have been reduced from 24 to 18 items. 
• The PSYCAP factors were reduced from the original four-factor solution to a 
three-factor solution in the new structure. 
• The original PSYCAP factors of “Hope” and “Optimism” have collapsed into 
one factor, i.e. Sense of Achievement and Optimism. 
• Factor one consists of 10 items with the lowest factor loading being 0.412 and 
the highest factor loading being 0.626. 
• Factor two consists of three items (Q1_13, Q1_20 and Q1_23) and was titled  
Perception of Work. 
• Factor three consists of five items previously included in three factors from the 
original measurement structure, i.e. Self-efficacy, Hope and Resilience. 
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• Factor three was identified as Confidence and consists of items Q1_1, Q1_6, 
Q1_7, Q1_ 15 and Q1_15. 
• Factor three consists of two items from “self-efficacy”, two items from 
“Resilience” and one item from “hope” in the original factor structure. 
• The factor loading structure for the PSYCAP instrument as a whole presents 
the lowest factor loading being Q1_1 (0.332) and the highest factor loading 
being Q1_15 (0.466). 
 
4.2.3 Workplace Trust Survey (WTS-36) 
• No items were lost from the original factor structure.  
• The original three-factor structure of the WTS-36 was reduced to a two-factor 
structure. 
• “Trust in the Organisation” and “Trust in the Manager” collapsed into Factor 
one with a new identity entitled Trust in the Manager and the Organisation.  
• The identity of Factor two remains the same, i.e. Trust in the Colleague. 
 
In order to determine the inter-correlations among the variables, Pearson Product-
Moment correlation co-efficients were calculated. The correlation matrix appears in 
Table 4.3. 
 
Table 4.3 Intercorrelations of scales and sub scales in the new Factor Structure (n = 452) 
PsyCap 
Factor 1 
PsyCap 
Factor 2 
PsyCap 
Factor 3 
Trust 
Factor 1
Trust 
Factor 2
WB 
Factor 1
WB 
Factor 2
WB 
Factor 3
WB 
Factor 4
PsyCap 
Total
Trust 
Total WB Total
1 0.4089 0.4826 0.5401 0.471 0.715 0.4425 0.4667 0.5753 0.9148 0.5704 0.6786
0.4089 1 0.2945 0.3694 0.2523 0.3861 0.3977 0.2927 0.3565 0.6573 0.3676 0.4432
0.4826 0.2945 1 0.2362 0.2669 0.3376 0.2481 0.2306 0.2651 0.6992 0.269 0.3337
0.5401 0.3694 0.2362 1 0.5921 0.6238 0.4395 0.8153 0.7809 0.5322 0.9656 0.8113
0.471 0.2523 0.2669 0.5921 1 0.4899 0.3038 0.4526 0.5451 0.4609 0.7813 0.5504
0.715 0.3861 0.3376 0.6238 0.4899 1 0.4537 0.6216 0.7039 0.6805 0.6412 0.8553
0.4425 0.3977 0.2481 0.4395 0.3038 0.4537 1 0.435 0.4257 0.4813 0.4384 0.7183
0.4667 0.2927 0.2306 0.8153 0.4526 0.6216 0.435 1 0.661 0.4596 0.7775 0.8211
0.5753 0.3565 0.2651 0.7809 0.5451 0.7039 0.4257 0.661 1 0.5596 0.7807 0.8604
0.9148 0.6573 0.6992 0.5322 0.4609 0.6805 0.4813 0.4596 0.5596 1 0.561 0.6733
0.5704 0.3676 0.269 0.9656 0.7813 0.6412 0.4384 0.7775 0.7807 0.561 1 0.806
0.6786 0.4432 0.3337 0.8113 0.5504 0.8553 0.7183 0.8211 0.8604 0.6733 0.806 1
6.1245 2.8935 2.8166 25.5484 10.6492 5.8003 5.94 5.1 6.005 9.474 32.9893 18.5818
49.6504 13.6571 25.3584 137.5973 68.5531 37.9403 22.6173 24.531 31.9934 88.6659 206.1504 117.0819
New Factors
MEAN
Trust Total
WB Total
PsyCap Factor 1 
STD D
PsyCap Factor 2 
PsyCap Factor 3 
Trust Factor 1
Trust Factor 2
WB Factor 1
WB Factor 2
WB Factor 3
WB Factor 4
PsyCap Total
 
It is evident from the correlations matrix that, except for a few factor correlations, 
almost all of the inter-correlations are statistically significant. Due to the difficulties 
with the interpretations of correlation co-efficient results when research samples are 
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large (i.e. the current study n = 452), it was decided to interpret the results in terms of 
the values of the co-efficient of determination. This was prepared according to the 
guidelines developed by Guilford (1956). The guidelines for the cut-off percentage 
points for the usefulness of correlations between variables are reflected in Table 4.4. 
 
Table 4.4 The Guilford-scale for interpreting correlation coefficients 
Correlation co-efficient 
value Percentage variance 
Interpretation of the 
correlation 
< .20 4% Slight correlation, almost 
negligible relationship.     
.20 - .40 4 – 16% Low correlation, definite but 
small relationship 
.40 - .70 16 – 49% Moderate correlation, 
substantial relationship 
.70 - .90 49 – 81% High correlation, marked 
relationship 
>.90 81% plus Very high correlation, very 
dependable relationship 
 
The Guilford scale provides a useful means to interpret the correlation results. The 
co-efficient results of this study will be evaluated in terms of the abovementioned 
guidelines.  
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Table 4.5 Identification of new factors used in Correlation Matrix 
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For ease of interpretation in the matrix below, the identity of the new factors will be 
linked with an alphabetical code, i.e. C = PSYCAP Factor 3 / Confidence. 
 
Table 4.6 (a) Level of usefulness of correlations between the individual variables offered by 
the Guilford Scale of Correlation Significance (n = 452) 
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Very high correlation, very dependable 
relationship. 3 relationships identified. 
J     
 PC 
Tot  
A 
 PC1 
0.9148 
 
0.8369 
84% 
 
0.8365  
K 
Trust 
Tot 
D 
Trust1 
0.9656 
 
0.9323 
93% 
0.9322  
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High correlations, marked relationship. 
16 relationships identified 
F 
WB1 
A PC1 0.7150 0.5112 
51% 
0.5101  
H D 0.8153 0.6647 0.6639  
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WB3 Trust1 
 
66% 
I   
WB4 
D 
Trust1 
0.7809 0.6098 
61% 
0.6089  
A  
PC1 
F 
WB1 
0.7150 0.5112 
51% 
0.5101  
D 
Trust1 
H 
WB3 
0.8153 
 
0.6647 
66% 
0.6639 
. 
F 
WB1 
I   
WB4 
0.7039 
 
0.4955 
50% 
0.4944  
L   
WB 
Tot 
D 
Trust1 
0.8113 0.6582 
66% 
0.6575  
K 
Trust 
Tot 
E 
Trust2 
0.7813 0.6105 
61% 
0.6105  
 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
H 
WB3 
0.7775 0.6045 
60% 
0.6036  
 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
I   
WB4 
0.7807 0.6095 
61% 
0.6086  
K 
Trust 
Tot 
L   
WB 
Tot 
0.8060 0.6496 
65% 
 
0.6489  
L   
WB 
Tot 
F 
WB1 
0.8553 
 
0.7315 
73% 
0.7309  
L   
WB 
Tot 
G 
WB2 
0.7183 0.5159 
52% 
 
0.5148  
L   
WB 
To-t 
H 
WB3 
0.8211 0.6743 
67% 
0.6735 
 
L   
WB 
Tot 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
0.8060 0.6496 
65% 
0.6489 
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Moderate correlation, substantial 
relationship. 49 relationships identified. 
B  A  0.4089 0.1672 0.1653 
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PC2 PC1 17% 
 
 
C  
PC3 
A  
PC1 
0.4826 0.2329 
23% 
0.2312 
D 
Trust1 
A  
PC1 
0.5401 0.2918 
29% 
0.2902 
E 
Trust2 
A  
PC1 
0.4710 0.2218 
22% 
0.2201 
G 
WB2 
A  
PC1 
0.4425 0.1958 
20% 
0.1940 
H 
WB3 
A  
PC1 
0.4667 0.2780 
28% 
0.2160 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
A  
PC1  
0.5704 0.3253 
33% 
0.3238 
L   
WB 
Tot 
A  
PC1 
0.6786 0.4606 
46% 
0.4594 
A  
PC1 
B  
PC2 
0.4089 
 
0.1672 
16% 
0.1653 
J    
PC 
Tot 
B  
PC2 
0.6573 0.4320 
43% 
0.4308 
L   
WB 
Tot 
B  
PC2 
0.4432 0.1965 
20% 
0.1947 
A  
PC1  
C  
PC3 
0.4826 0.2329 
23% 
 
0.2312 
 
J     
PC 
Tot 
C  
PC3 
0.6992 0.4889 
49% 
0.4878 
 
A  
PC1 
D 
Trust1 
0.5401 0.2918 
29% 
0.2902 
E 
Trust2 
D 
Trust1 
0.5921 0.3505 
35% 
0.3491 
 
F   
WB1 
D 
Trust1 
0.6238 0.3891 
39% 
0.3877 
G 
WB2 
D 
Trust1 
0.4395 0.1931 
19% 
0.1914 
J    
PC 
Tot 
D 
Trust1 
0.5322 
 
0.2833 
28% 
0.2817 
 
A  
PC1 
E 
Trust2 
0.4710 
 
0.2218 
22% 
0.2201 
 
D E 0.5921 0.3505 0.3491 
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Trust1 Trust2 35% 
 
 
F 
WB1 
E 
Trust2 
0.4899 0.2400 
24% 
0.2383 
 
H 
WB3 
E 
Trust2 
0.4526 0.2049 
21% 
0.2031 
I   
WB4 
E 
Trust2 
0.5451 0.2972 
30% 
0.2956 
J    
PC 
Tot 
E 
Trust2 
0.4609 0.2124 
21% 
0.2107 
L   
WB 
Tot 
E 
Trust2   
0.5504 0.3030 
30% 
0.3014 
 
D 
Trust1 
F 
WB1 
0.6238 
 
0.3891 
39% 
0.3877 
 
E 
Trust2 
F 
WB1 
0.4899 0.2400 
24% 
0.2383 
G 
WB2 
F 
WB1 
0.4537 0.2058 
21% 
0.2041 
H 
WB3 
G 
WB2 
0.4350 0.1892 
18% 
0.1874 
I   
WB4 
G 
WB2 
0.4257 0.1813 
18% 
0.1794 
J    
PC 
Tot 
G 
WB2 
0.4813 0.2316 
23% 
0.2299 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
G 
WB2 
0.4384 0.1922 
19% 
0.1904 
A  
PC1 
H 
WB3 
0.4667 
 
0.2178 
22% 
0.2160 
E 
Trust2 
H 
WB3 
0.4526 0.2049 
20% 
0.2031 
F 
WB1 
H 
WB3 
0.6216 0.3863 
39% 
0.3850 
G 
WB2 
H 
WB3 
0.4350 0.1892 
19% 
0.1874 
I   
WB4 
H 
WB3 
0.6610 0.4369 
44% 
0.4357 
J    
PC 
Tot 
H 
WB3 
0.4596 0.2113 
21% 
0.2095 
A  
PC1 
I   
WB4 
0.5753 0.3310 
33% 
0.3310 
E I   0.5451 0.2972 0.2956 
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Trust2 WB4 30% 
G 
WB2 
I   
WB4 
0.4257 0.1813 
18% 
0.1794 
H 
WB3 
I   
WB4 
0.6610 0.4369 
44% 
0.4357 
 
J    
PC 
Tot 
I   
WB4 
0.5596 0.3132 
31% 
0.3117 
J    
PC 
Tot 
B  
PC2 
0.6573 0.4320 
43% 
0.4308 
J    
PC 
Tot 
C  
PC3 
0.6992 0.4889 
49% 
0.4878 
J    
PC 
Tot 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
0.561 0.3147 
31% 
0.3131 
 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
F 
WB1 
0.6412 0.4112 
41% 
0.4099 
K 
Trust 
Tot 
G 
WB2 
0.4384 0.1922 
19% 
0.1904 
K 
Trust 
Tot  
J PC 
Tot 
0.5610 0.3147 
31% 
0.3131 
L   
WB 
Tot 
J    
PC 
Tot 
0.6733 0.4533 
45% 
0.4521 
 
J    
PC 
Tot 
L   
WB 
Tot 
0.6733 0.4533 
45% 
0.4521 
Low correlation, definite but small relationship. 4 
relationships identified. As a result of the small 
relationships identified, it was decided not to 
report their results. 
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To determine the strength of the relationships between the dependent variable Well-
being Total, its sub-scales and the independent variables PSYCAP and Trust 
Standard multiple regression analyses were carried out. The results are shown in 
Table 4.6 (b). 
 
Table 4.6 (b) Multiple correlations between the dependent variable of Well-being and all the 
independent variables of the research study (n = 452) 
D
e
pe
n
de
n
t 
Va
ria
bl
e 
 
In
de
pe
n
de
n
t 
Va
ria
bl
e
s 
M
u
lti
pl
e 
R
 
R-
s
qu
a
re
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
%
 
Va
ria
n
ce
 
Ad
jus
te
d 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-
s
qu
a
re
 
BE
TA
 
t p 
 
 
Well-
being 
Total   
PSYCAP 
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0.8644 
 
 
0.7472   
75% 
 
 
0.7443 
 
0.299 8.769 0.000 
PSYCAP 
2 
0.089 2.879 0.004 
PSYCAP 
3 
0.014 0.445 0.656 
Trust 1 0.595 14.985 0.000 
Trust 2 0.031 0.987 0.324 
 
 
 
Well-
being  1 
PSYCAP 
1 
 
 
0.7720 
 
 
0.5960 
60% 
 
 
0.5915 
0.508 10.306 0.000 
PSYCAP 
2 
0.057 1.441 0.150 
PSYCAP 
3 
-0.011 -0.257 0.798 
Trust 1 0.291 5.426 0.000 
Trust 2 0.067 1.500 0.134 
 
 
 
Well-
being  2 
PSYCAP 
1 
 
 
0.5396 
 
 
0.2911  
29% 
 
 
0.2832 
0.213    4.018   0.000 
PSYCAP 
2 
0.215    4.621   0.000 
PSYCAP 
3 
0.025    0.533   0.594 
Trust 1 0.238    3.862   0.000 
Trust 2 0.001 0.028 0.97 
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Well-
being  3 
PSYCAP 
1 
 
 
0.8181 
 
 
0.6693 
67% 
 
 
0.6656 
0.038 0.847 0.397 
PSYCAP 
2 
-0.026 -0.777 0.438 
PSYCAP 
3 
0.040 1.084 0.279 
Trust 1 0.831 16.061 0.000 
Trust 2 -0.062 - 1.512 0.131 
 
 
 
Well-
being  4 
PSYCAP 
1 
 
 
 
0.8049 
 
 
 
0.6478 
65% 
 
 
 
0.6439 
0.193 3.760 0.000 
PSYCAP 
2 
0.030 0.897 0.370 
PSYCAP 
3 
-0.005 
 
- 0.121 0.904 
Trust 1 0.618 14.273 0.000 
Trust 2 0.082    2.004   0.046 
 
The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
• The combined five sub-scales of PSYCAP (3) and Workplace Trust (2), explain 
75% of the core construct of Workplace Well-being. 
• This trend continues by explaining the relationships with the sub scales of 
Well-being, except for Well-being 2 (29%), i.e. Well-being 1 indicates 60%, 
Well-being 3 indicates 67% of the variance and Well-being 4 indicates 65% of 
the variance.  
• The beta-values indicate which of the five sub-scales contributes the most to 
the variance of the dependent variable, i.e. Well-being. 
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Table 4.6 (c) Multiple correlations between the dependent variable of Well-being (Scale and 
sub-scales) and the independent variables of PSYCAP 1, 2, and 3 (n = 452) 
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0.331 6.772 0.000 
PSYCAP 
2 
0.259    5.687   0.000 
PSYCAP 
3 
0.012 0.252 0.801 
 
 
Well-
being  3 
PSYCAP 
1 
 
0.4799 
 
0.2303 
23% 
 
0.2252 
 
0.420 6.802 0.000 
PSYCAP 
2 
0.123 0.024 0.024 
PSYCAP 
3 
-0.009 -0.149 0.882 
 
 
Well-
being  4 
PSYCAP 
1 
 
0.5913 
 
0.3496 
35% 
 
 
0.3453 
 
0.530 9.314 0.000 
PSYCAP 
2 
0.150 3.220 0.001 
PSYCAP 
3 
-0.035 -0.630 0.529 
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The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
• PSYCAP 3 does not develop a relationship with the Scale or sub-scales of 
Well-being. The p-values reflect in all cases a value > .05. 
• The highest percentage variance (52%) is reported between the PSYCAP 1, 
PSYCAP 2 and PSYCAP 3 variables Well-being 1. 
• The lowest percentage variance (23%) is reported between PSYCAP 1, 
PSYCAP 2 and PSYCAP 3 and Well-being 3.  
 
Table 4.6 (d) Multiple correlations between the dependent variable of Well-being (Scale and 
sub-scales) and the independent variable of Trust 1, 2 (n = 452) 
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Well-
being 
Total 
Trust 1 
 
0.8160 
 
0.6658 
67% 
 
0.6643 
0.747 16.572 0.000 
Trust 2 0.108 2.992 0.003 
 
Well-
being  1 
Trust 1 0.6415 0.4115 
41% 
0.4089 
 
0.514    7.387   0.000 
Trust 2 0.186 3.311 0.001 
 
Well-
being  2 
Trust 1 0.4428 0.1961 
19% 
0.1925 0.400 6.474 0.000 
Trust 2 0.067    1.220   0.223 
 
Well-
being  3 
Trust 1 0.8161 0.6661 
67% 
0.6646 0.843   19.577   0.000 
Trust 2 -0.046   -1.158   0.248 
 
Well-
being  4 
Trust 1 0.7876 0.6203 
62% 
0.6186 0.705 18.760 0.000 
Trust 2 0.127 3.364 0.001 
 
The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
• The Trust 1 and Trust 2 combination reflect a significant relationship with Well-
being Total (67% variance), Well-being 1 (41% variance) and Well-being 4 
(62% variance). 
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• According to the beta-values, Trust 1 reflects the highest values which are 
indicative of contributing towards a higher variance within each group. (i.e. 
0.747, 0.514, 0.400, 0.843 and 0.705). 
 
4.3 Research questions and supporting propositions formulated for the 
study 
In accordance with the aim of the study, and the relationships that are believed to 
exist between the various constructs as stated, the following research questions and 
propositions have been formulated for statistical testing. 
 
Research question 1: 
What is the content of the constructs and to what extent can the measuring 
instrument and the statistical outcomes be transferred to a cultural 
environment different from the original where it was developed?   
One proposition was developed with reference to research question one. 
 
Proposition 1 - The factor outcomes for each of the variables will be portable in 
a culture setting different to the culture setting where the measuring instrument 
was developed. 
The content of the constructs, (PSYCAP, Trust and Well-being) although understood, 
did not exhibit the same outcomes as was intended by the original authors of the 
measuring instruments. 
 
The factor structures in all three measuring instruments have statistically been 
amended as previously stated. The content of the factor structures have generally 
changed and the salient statistical adjustments are as follows: 
The original four-factor structure of PSYCAP has changed to three factors with six 
items being eliminated. The original three-factor structure of Workplace Trust has 
changed to two factors with no items being eliminated. The Workplace Well-being 
factor structure has remained the same except for the elimination of one item. 
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Since the new factor structure is different to the original US and Australian factor 
structure, it is a strong indication that the outcomes of the variables are not 
interpretable in the South African cultural setting, which is different to the cultural 
setting where the measuring instrument was developed. 
 
The content of the structures of the three measuring instruments (constructs) have 
statistically been analysed and new factor structures have been developed which 
appear in Chapter Three.  In each instance the following statistical measures have 
been used in Chapter Three to arrive at a Goodness of Fit result for each measuring 
instrument, i.e. Confirmatory Factor analysis (CFA) based on the original dataset, the 
Keiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy, Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA) to arrive at a new factor structure including Eigenvalues, Factor 
variances and Factor Correlations Matrix, Scree Plots indicating the potential new 
factor structure, Cronbach Alpha for internal reliability and consistency and the 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis based on the new factor structure. 
 
In addition to the abovementioned statistical interventions, the inter-correlations and  
Multiple Correlation were carried out in order to confirm whether a significant 
relationship exists between the scales and sub-scales of the composite constructs 
that constitute the new Workplace Well-being Questionnaire-84.  
  
Table 4.7 Factor Correlation Matrix of the three new WPWBQ-84 (n = 452) 
Composite 
constructs 
PSYCAP Total Trust Total Well-being Total 
PSYCAP Total 1.00 0.5610 0.6733 
Trust Total 0.5610 1.00 0.806 
Well-being Total 0.6733 0.8060 1.00 
Standard Deviation 9.4740 32.9893 18.5818 
Mean 88.6659 206.1504 117.0819 
 
The core construct of Well-being correlate highly with the total constructs of both PCQ 
(0.6773) and with WTS-36 (0.8060) which is indicative that a strong correlation exists 
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between these core constructs. According to the Guilford Scale the WTS-36 has a 
high correlation and a marked relationship with Workplace Well-being.  The result of 
the correlation co-efficient between PSYCAP Total and Trust Total reflect a 
correlation of 0.5610 which indicates a moderate correlation with a substantial 
relationship between the two core constructs.   
 
Table 4.8 Results of the Correlation Coefficient matrix of the three core constructs (n = 452) 
Va
ria
bl
e 
  
Va
ria
bl
e 
Co
rr
el
at
io
n
 
co
ef
fic
ie
n
t 
r-
sq
u
ar
ed
 
an
d 
 
%
 
v
ar
ia
n
ce
 
A
dju
st
ed
 
r-
sq
u
ar
ed
 
Trust Tot WB Tot 0.8060 
     
0.6496 
65% 
 
0.6489 
              
Trust Tot  
          
PC Tot 0.5610 
    
0.3147 
31% 
0.3131 
                
WB Tot 
      
Trust 
Tot 
0.8060 
0.6496 
65% 
0.6489 
                
WB Tot 
           
PC Tot 
0.6733 
0.4533 
45% 
0.4521 
 
                  
PC Tot 
       
Trust 
Tot 
0.5610 
0.3147 
31% 
0.3131 
 
PC Tot WB Tot 
0.6733 
0.4533 
45% 
0.4521 
 
The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
• The correlation of 0.8060 between Trust Total and Well-being Total indicates 
the positive strength of their association. In this case the result is clearly above 
the norm and indicates a marked relationship. The correlation co-efficient (r) 
specifies that 65% of the variation of Trust Total is explained by the 
independent variable of Well-being Total. In order to understand the 
relationships between the core construct of Trust Total and the individual Well-
being sub-scales (WB 1 to WB 4), it was decided to investigate this 
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relationship further. For this reason a Correlation Co-efficient was calculated 
between the Trust core construct and the sub-scales of Well-being. 
 
Table 4.9 Correlation Co-efficient matrix of the Trust Total construct with each of the four 
Well-being Sub-scales (n = 452) 
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Trust Tot WB 1 0.6412 0.4112 
41% 
0.4099 
Trust Tot WB 2 0.4384 0.1922 
19% 
0.1904 
Trust Tot WB 3 0.7775 0.6045 
60% 
0.6036  
 
Trust Tot WB 4 0.7807 0.6095 
61% 
0.6086  
 
It is meaningful to note that two of the four independent variables (WB 3 and WB 4) 
account for more than 60% of the variation of Trust Total.  
 
Research question 2: 
The sub-scales of PSYCAP will correlate with the dimensions of Workplace 
Trust.  
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Proposition 2 - There is a significant correlation between the sub-scales of 
PSYCAP variable and the dimensions of Workplace Trust. 
 
Table 4.10  Results of the Correlation Co-efficient matrix between the sub-scales of PSYCAP 
and the dimensions of Trust (n = 452) 
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PSYCAP 1 Trust 1 0.5401 452 0.2918 
29% 
0.2902 
Trust 2 0.4710 452 0.2218 
22% 
0.2201 
PSYCAP 2 Trust 1 0.3694 452 0.1365 
13% 
0.1346 
Trust 2 0.2523 452 0.0637 
6% 
0.0616 
PSYCAP 3 Trust 1 0.2362 452 0.0558 
5% 
0.0537 
Trust 2 0.2669 452 0.0712 
7% 
0.0692 
 
It is evident from Table 4.10 that there is no significant correlation between the sub-
scales of PSYCAP and the dimensions of Workplace Trust.  Five of the six 
correlations report a result of < 0.5. PSYCAP 1 and Trust 1 report a correlation of 
0.5401 with a weak co-efficient value of 29%. In summary, the sub-scales of Trust 
make less of a contribution to predicting the dependent variables of PSYCAP. 
 
Research question 3: 
What is the relationship between the sub-scales of PSYCAP variables and the 
dimensions of Workplace Well-being? 
 
Proposition 3 
There is a significant correlation between the sub-scales of PSYCAP variable 
and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. 
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Table 4.11 Results of the Correlation Coefficient matrix between the sub-scales of PSYCAP 
and the dimensions of Well-being (n = 452) 
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PSYCAP 1 
WB 1 0.7150 0.5112  
51% 
0.5101 
WB 2 0.4425 0.1958 
20% 
   0.1940   
WB 3 0.4667 0.2178 
21% 
0.2160 
WB 4 0.5753 0.3310 
33% 
0.3295 
 
 
 
 
PSYCAP 2 
WB 1 0.3861 0.1491 
15% 
0.1472 
WB 2 0.3977 0.1582 
16% 
0.1563 
WB 3 0.2927 0.0857 
8% 
0.0837  
 
WB 4 0.3565 0.1271 
13% 
0.1252 
 
 
 
 
PSYCAP 3 
WB 1 0.3376 0.1140 
11% 
0.1120 
WB 2 0.2481 0.0616 
6% 
0.0595 
WB 3 0.2306 0.0532 
5% 
0.0511 
WB 4 0.2651 0.0703 
7% 
0.0682 
 
The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
The results of the correlation co-efficient of the dimensions between PSYCAP  and 
Well-being indicate that the dimensions of Well-being provide a lesser contribution in 
predicting PSYCAP. 51% of the variation of PSYCAP 1 is explained by the 
independent variable Well-being1. The variables WB 2, WB 3 and WB 4 can only 
explain 20%, 21% and 30% of the variance of PSYCAP. 
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Both variables of PSYCAP 2 and PSYCAP 3 report correlation co-efficient results 
which indicates non-significant relationships. The percentage variance of the eight 
correlations indicates values of below 16%. 
 
Research question 4: 
What is the relationship between the Trust Total construct and the dimensions 
of Workplace Well-being? 
 
Proposition 4 
There is a significant correlation between the Trust Total construct and the 
dimensions of Workplace Well-being?  
 
Table 4.12 Correlation Co-efficient matrix of the Trust Total construct with the dimensions 
of the four Well-being Sub-scales  (n = 452) 
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Trust Tot WB 1 0.6412 0.4112 
41% 
0.4099 
Trust Tot WB 2 0.4384 0.1922 
19% 
0.1904 
Trust Tot WB 3 0.7775 0.6045 
60% 
0.6036  
 
Trust Tot WB 4 0.7807 0.6095 
61% 
0.6086  
 
The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
• Both Well-being 3 and Well-being 4 reported a percentage variance of more 
than 60%. 
• Well-being 2 reported the lowest percentage variance of 19%, which is 
indicative of a non-significant relationship with Trust Total. 
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Research question 5: 
What is the relationship between the sub-scales of Trust and the dimensions of 
Workplace Well-being? 
 
Proposition 5 
There is a significant correlation between the sub-scales of Trust and the 
dimensions of Workplace Well-being. 
 
Table 4.13 Correlation Co-efficient matrix of the two Trust sub-scales with the dimensions 
the four Well-being Sub-scales (n = 452) 
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Trust 1 
 
 
WB 1 0.6238 0.3891 
39% 
0.3877 
WB 2 0.4395 0.1931 
19% 
 
0.1914 
 
WB 3 0.8153 0.6647 
67% 
0.6639  
WB 4 0.7809 0.6098 
61% 
 
0.6089 
 
 
Trust 2 
 
 
WB 1 0.4899 0.2400 
24% 
0.2383 
WB 2 0.3038 0.0923 
9% 
0.0903 
 
WB 3 0.4526 0.2049 
21% 
0.2031 
WB 4 0.5451 0.2972 
30% 
 
0.2972 
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The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
• 67% of the variation of Trust 1 is explained by the independent variable of WB 
3. The higher the R-squared result, the greater the prediction value of the 
dependent variable. 
• 61% of the variation of Trust 1 is explained by the independent variable of WB 
4. The higher the R-squared result, the greater the prediction value of the 
dependent variable. 
• WB 1, WB 3 and WB 4 reported high correlation values of 0.6238, 0.8153 and 
0.7809 respectively. 
 
Research question 6: 
What is the relationship between the Well-being construct and the dimensions 
of Workplace Trust? 
 
Proposition 6 
There is a significant correlation between the sub-scales of Well-being and the 
dimensions of Trust 
 
Table 4.14 Correlation Co-efficient matrix of the four Well-being sub-scales with the 
dimensions of the two Trust Sub-scales (n = 452) 
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WB 1 Trust 1 0.6238 0.3891 
39% 
0.3877 
 
Trust 2 0.4899 0.2400 
24% 
0.2383 
WB 2 Trust 1 0.4395 0.1931 
19% 
0.1914 
Trust 2 0.3038 0.0923 
9% 
0.0903 
 
WB 3 Trust 1 0.8153 0.6647 
67% 
0.6639 
 
Trust 2 0.4526 0.2049 
21% 
0.2031 
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WB 4 Trust 1 0.7809 0.6098 
61% 
0.6089 
Trust 2 0.5451 0.2972 
30% 
0.2956 
 
 
The interpretation of the abovementioned results indicates the following: 
• The highest percentage variance (67% of the variance) is reported by Trust 1 
and Well-being 3. 
• The lowest percentage variance (9% of the variance) is reported by Trust 2 
and Well-being 2. 
• In all cases the p-values are below the acceptable norm of > 0.05. 
• It is evident from Table 4.14 that in each case Trust 1 reports the highest beta-
value.  
 
Research question 7: 
Will the demographic variables be related to the scores on psychometric 
measures? 
In order to determine significant relationship differences, the data received from the 
research participants was statistically analysed. The following demographical 
variables were employed to determine whether significant relationships exist with the 
sub scales of the measuring instruments: 
i) Gender, ii)     Age, iii)    Home language,   iv)  Ethnic Group,  v) Qualifications,      
vi) Tenure in the same position, vii) Participation in the company’s 
Graduate Trainee Programme. 
 
Only the demographical variables of i) Age and ii) Qualifications were found to have 
significant relationships with the variables of the new factor structure.  No significant 
relationships were statistically found between the following demographical variables 
and the sub scales of the measuring instruments: i) Gender, ii) Home language, iii) 
Ethnic Group, iv) Tenure in the same position and v) Participation in the company’s 
Graduate Trainee Programme and therefore are reported on. 
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The results of the analyses with significant relationships between the demographical 
variables of i) Age and ii) Qualifications, are as follows. 
 
Table 4.15 Age and PSYCAP (n = 452) 
Age Categories
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev.
18-35 years 50.82 98 5.94 13.65 98 2.80 25.52 98 2.71
36-45 years 48.72 175 6.03 13.67 175 3.02 25.37 175 2.82
46-55 years 50.06 143 5.89 13.74 143 2.81 25.29 143 2.86
56-65 years 49.36 36 7.41 13.28 36 2.97 25.14 36 3.00
All Groups 49.65 452 6.12 13.66 452 2.89 25.36 452 2.82
                         PsyCap 1                      PsyCap 2                       PsyCap 3
 
 
Table 4.16 Age and Workplace Trust (n = 452) 
Age Categories Workplace Trust 1 Workplace Trust 2 
  
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. 
18-35 years 139.15 98 25.54 69.33 98 11.46 
36-45 years 137.49 175 22.94 68.61 175 10.29 
46-55 years 138.02 143 27.09 68.38 143 10.71 
56-65 years 132.19 36 31.16 66.86 36 10.05 
All Groups 137.60 452 25.55 68.55 452 10.65 
 
Table 4.17 Age and Workplace Well-being 1,2,3 and 4 (n = 452) 
Age Categories Work place Well-being 1 Work place Well-being 2 
  
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. 
18-35 years 38.69 98 5.38 23.44 98 5.80 
36-45 years 37.47 175 5.63 21.87 175 6.10 
46-55 years 38.29 143 5.73 23.16 143 5.85 
56-65 years 36.75 36 7.64 21.86 36 5.58 
All Groups 37.94 452 5.80 22.62 452 5.94 
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Age Categories    Workplace Well-being 3  Workplace Well-being 4 
  
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. 
18-35 years 25.10 98 4.84 32.74 98 5.36 
36-45 years 24.60 175 4.84 31.22 175 6.28 
46-55 years 24.43 143 5.46 32.72 143 5.64 
56-65 years 23.03 36 5.44 30.83 36 7.18 
All Groups 24.53 452 5.10 31.99 452 6.00 
 
 
Table 4.18 Age and PSYCAP, Trust and Well-being (n = 452) 
Age Categories
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev.
18-35 years 89.99 98 9.28 208.48 98 33.35 119.98 98 17.30
36-45 years 87.76 175 9.24 206.10 175 30.62 115.16 175 18.66
46-55 years 89.09 143 9.50 206.40 143 33.81 118.61 143 18.25
56-65 years 87.78 36 10.81 199.06 36 39.67 112.47 36 21.53
All Groups 88.67 452 9.47 206.15 452 32.99 117.08 452 18.58
PsyCap Total Work place Trust Total Work place Well-being Total
 
 
 
Table 4.19 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) – Age categories (n = 452) 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
Marked effects are significant at p < .05000 = * 
  F p   
        
PCap1 2.81 0.04 * 
PCap2 0.25 0.86   
PCap3 0.21 0.89   
Trust1 0.67 0.57   
Trust2 0.49 0.69   
WB1 1.62 0.18   
WB2 2.16 0.09   
WB3 1.48 0.22   
WB4 2.66 0.05 * 
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Pcap 1.38 0.25 
 Trust 0.72 0.54 
 WB 2.50 0.06 
 
 
Table 4.20 Scheffe Test – Age and PSYCAP 1 (n = 452) 
Scheffe Test; Variable: PCap1 Total New     
Marked differences are significant at p < .05000   
  {1} 18-35 y {2} 36-45 y {3} 46-55 y {4} 56-65 y 
  M = 50.82 M = 48.72 M = 50.06 M = 49.36 
18-35 years {1}         
36-45 years {2} 0.06       
46-55 years {3} 0.83 0.28     
56-65 years {4} 0.68 0.95 0.94   
          
 
The Scheffé Test did not produce any significant differences between the PSYCAP 1 
scores of the various age groups. All the p-values were > 0.05. As a result of the 
outcome of the Scheffé Test, a Cohen’s d test was not performed. 
 
Table 4.21 Scheffe Test – Age and Well-being 4 (n = 452) 
  Scheffe Test; Variable: WB 
4 New      
Marked differences are significant at p < .05000 
  {1} 18-35 y {2} 36-45 y {3} 46-55 y {4} 56-65 y 
  M = 32.745 M = 31.217 M = 32.720 M = 30.833 
18-35 years {1} 
        
36-45 years {2} 0.25       
46-55 years {3} 1.00 0.17     
56-65 years {4} 0.44 0.99 0.41   
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The Scheffé Test did not indicate any significant differences between the Well-being 4 
scores of the various age groups. All the p-values were > 0.05. As a result of the 
outcome of the Scheffé Test, a Cohen’s d test was not performed. 
 
Table 4.22 Qualifications - Descriptives (n = 452) 
Qualifications   
  Count  Percent 
Std 5 – Std 9 15 3.32 
Matric 175 38.72 
Undergraduate 108 23.89 
Postgraduate 154 34.07 
TOTAL 452 100.00 
 
 
Table 4.23 Qualifications - PSYCAP sub scales (n = 452) 
Qualifications
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev.
Std5 to Matric 50.55 190 5.81 13.47 190 3.26 25.03 190 3.05
Undergraduate 48.63 108 7.16 13.74 108 2.69 25.60 108 2.66
Postgraduate 49.26 154 5.58 13.82 154 2.53 25.59 154 2.59
All Groups 49.65 452 6.12 13.66 452 2.89 25.36 452 2.82
PsyCap 1 PsyCap 2 PsyCap 3
 
 
Table 4.24 Qualifications – Workplace Trust sub-scales (n = 452) 
Qualifications
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev.
Std5 to Matric 140.40 190 27.21 69.58 190 10.70
Undergraduate 135.60 108 26.64 66.84 108 11.32
Postgraduate 135.54 154 22.27 68.48 154 9.99
All Groups 137.60 452 25.55 68.55 452 10.65
Worrk place Trust 1 Work place Trust 2
 
 
Table 4.25 Qualifications - Workplace Well-being sub scales (n = 452) 
Qualifications
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev.
Std5 to Matric 38.91 190 5.50 23.43 190 6.19 24.99 190 5.46 33.14 190 5.94
Undergraduate 36.68 108 6.91 21.86 108 5.70 24.20 108 5.17 31.31 108 6.26
Postgraduate 37.64 154 5.10 22.15 154 5.70 24.19 154 4.55 31.06 154 5.71
All Groups 37.94 452 5.80 22.62 452 5.94 24.53 452 5.10 31.99 452 6.00
Work place Well-being 1 Work place Well-being 2 Work place Well-being 3 Work place Well-being 4
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Table 4.26 Qualifications - Core constructs of PSYCAP Total, Trust Total and Well-being 
Total (n = 452) 
Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev. Means N Std.Dev.
89.05 190 9.68 209.98 190 34.31 120.46 190 19.13
87.97 108 10.48 202.44 108 35.65 114.06 108 19.76
88.68 154 8.46 204.02 154 28.85 115.04 154 16.36
88.67 452 9.47 206.15 452 32.99 117.08 452 18.58
PsyCap TOTAL Work place Trust TOTAL Work place Well-being TOTAL
 
 
Table 4.27 Qualifications – Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) (n = 452) 
SS df MS SS df MS F p
Effect Effect Effect Error Error Error
PCap1 288.90 2 144.45 16627.87 449 37.03 3.90 0.02 *
PCap2 11.47 2 5.74 3764.375 449 8.38 0.68 0.51
PCap3 35.02 2 17.51 3542.917 449 7.89 2.22 0.11
Trust 1 2574.97 2 1287.49 291801.7 449 649.89 1.98 0.14
Trust2 518.81 2 259.40 50626.92 449 112.75 2.30 0.10
WB1 363.80 2 181.90 14809.59 449 32.98 5.51 0.00 *
WB2 219.84 2 109.92 15692.95 449 34.95 3.14 0.04 *
WB3 68.91 2 34.46 11661.65 449 25.97 1.33 0.27
WB4 432.77 2 216.38 15830.21 449 35.26 6.14 0.00 *
Pcap TOTAL 80.40 2 40.20 40400.16 449 89.98 0.45 0.64
Trust TOTAL 4975.21 2 2487.60 485844.6 449 1082.06 2.30 0.10
WB TOTAL 3797.38 2 1898.69 151924.6 449 338.36 5.61 0.00 *
Marked effects are significant at p < .0500 = *
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)  Qualifications
 
 
Five variables (indicated by an asterisk) reported levels of significance, all with p-
values < 0.05. It was decided to explore these sub-scales further in order to identify 
the marked levels of significance amongst the qualification levels of the managers. 
 
Table 4.28 (a) Qualifications - Scheffe Test – PSYCAP 1 (n = 452) 
Scheffe Test; Variable: PCap1 New      
Marked differences are significant at p < .05 
  {1} Std5 to Matric 
{2} 
Undergraduate 
{3} 
Postgraduate 
  M=50.547 M=48.630 M=49.260 
Std 5 to Matric   {1}   d = 0.3   
Undergraduate  {2} 0.03     
Postgraduate      {3} 0.15 0.71   
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In order to establish the practical significance of a difference between the scores of 
undergraduate managers and the managers with a standard 5 to 10 qualification, a 
Cohen’s d Test was performed. The Cohen’s d value indicates a small practical 
significance of 0.30. The scores of managers with an undergraduate qualification are 
significantly different from the managers with a qualification level of Standard 5 to 
matric. 
 
Table 4.28 (b) Qualifications - Scheffe Test – Well-being 1 (n = 452) 
Scheffe Test; Variable: WB1 New  
Marked differences are significant at p < .05 
  
{1} Std5 to 
Matric 
{2} 
Undergraduate 
{3} 
Postgraduate 
  M=38.905 M=36.676 M=37.636 
Std5 to Matric {1}   d = 0.37   
Undergraduate 2} 0.0059     
Postgraduate {3} 0.1266 0.4123   
        
 
In order to establish the practical significance of the difference between the scores of 
undergraduate managers and the managers with a standard 5 to 10 qualification, a 
Cohen’s d Test was performed. The Cohen’s d value indicates a small practical 
significance of 0.37. The scores of managers with an undergraduate qualification 
were significantly different compared to that of the managers with a qualification level 
of Standard 5 to matric. 
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Table 4.28 (c) Qualifications - Scheffe Test – Well-being 2 (n = 452) 
Scheffe Test; Variable: Well-being 2 New 
Marked differences are significant at p < .050 
  
{1}                    
Std5 to Matric 
{2} 
Undergraduate   
{3} 
Postgraduate  
  M=23.426 M=21.861 M=22.149 
Std5 to Matric      {1}       
Undergraduate    {2} 0.09     
Postgraduate       {3} 0.14 0.93   
        
 
The Scheffé Test did not indicate any significant differences between the Well-being 2 
scores of the various qualification levels. All the p-values were > 0.05. As a result of 
the outcome of the Scheffé Test, a Cohen’s d test was not performed. 
 
Table 4.28 (d) Qualifications - Scheffe Test and Cohen’s d Test – Well-being 4  (n = 452) 
Scheffe Test; Variable: Well-being 4 New 
Marked differences are significant at p < .05000 
  
{1}                   
Std5 to Matric 
{2} 
Undergraduate 
{3} 
Postgraduate  
     M=33.137       M=31.315 M=31.058 
Std5 to Matric     {1}   d = 0.30 d = 0.36 
Undergraduate   {2} 0.04     
Postgraduate       {3} 0.01 0.94   
        
 
In order to establish the practical significance of the difference between the scores of 
undergraduate managers and the managers with a standard 5 to 10 qualification, and 
the scores of the postgraduate managers and the managers with a standard 5 to 10 
qualification,  a Cohen’s d Test was performed. The Cohen’s d value indicates a small 
practical significance of 0.30 and 0.36 respectively.  
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Table 4.28 (e) Qualifications - Scheffe Test and Cohen’s d Test – Well-being  
TOTAL (n= 452) 
Scheffe Test; Variable: Well-being TOTAL New 
Marked differences are significant at p < .05 
  {1} Std5 to Matric {2} Undergraduate 
{3} 
Postgraduate   
  M=120.46 M=114.06 M=115.04 
Std5 to Matric      {1}   d = 0.33 d = 0.3 
Undergraduate    {2} 0.02     
Postgraduate        {3} 0.03 0.91   
        
 
In order to establish the practical significance of the difference between the scores of 
undergraduate managers and the managers with a standard 5 to 10 qualification, and 
the scores of the postgraduate managers and the managers with a standard 5 to 10 
qualification,  a Cohen’s d Test was performed. The Cohen’s d value indicates a small 
practical significance of 0.30 and 0.36 respectively.  
 
4.4 Building a model of relationships 
The original model that was built from the literature is presented in Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1 Proposed theoretical Workplace Well-being Model integrating the relationships between 
Psychological Capital, Workplace Trust and Workplace Well-being. 
 
From the empirical work reported in this chapter, it is evident that the measurement of 
the dependent variable of Workplace Well-being exhibits promising results. The EFA 
confirmed a four-factor solution with only one item eliminated. The internal 
consistency and reliability showed acceptable values and it was therefore decided to 
build a model of the relationships with Workplace Well-being. 
 
The fit statistics of CFA carried out with the theoretical model based on the literature, 
yielded the following results. 
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Table 4.29 Fit statistics with variables in a structural model treated as a measurement 
model. 
Noncentrality Fit Indices    
  Point 
  Estimate 
Population Noncentrality Parameter 65.5 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index 0.13 
McDonald Noncentrality Index 5.97E+00 
Population Gamma Index 0.41 
Adjusted Population Gamma Index 0.38 
    
 
Single Sample Fit Indices   
  Value 
Joreskog GFI 0.38 
Joreskog AGFI 0.35 
Akaike Information Criterion 38.24 
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 39.93 
Browne-Cudeck Cross Validation Index 38.45 
Independence Model Chi-Square 37397.21 
Independence Model df 4095 
Bentler-Bonett Norm    d Fit Index 0.55 
Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 0.61 
Bentler Comparative Fit Index 0.61 
James-Mulaik-Brett Parsimonious Fit Index 0.54 
Bollen's Rho 0.54 
Bollen's Delta 0.62 
 
Although the path co-efficients of the theoretical model were significant, the CFA 
yielded a poor fit of the theoretical model. It was therefore decided to build an 
alternative structural model which could be developed into a possible measurement 
model. The proposed structural model is shown in Figure 4.2. 
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Figure 4.2 Proposed Empirical Model. 
 
This model was tested by means of the Structural Equations Modelling procedure. 
The path co-efficients were in all cases significant. The indices obtained from this 
analysis are shown in Table 4.30. 
 
Table 4.30 Fit statistics of the structural research model 
Noncentrality Fit Indices 
  Point 
  Estimate 
Population Noncentrality Parameter 11.6 
Steiger-Lind RMSEA Index 0.17 
McDonald Noncentrality Index 0 
Population Gamma Index 0.56 
Adjusted Population Gamma Index 0.49 
  Single Sample Fit Indices 
  Value 
Joreskog GFI 0.55 
Joreskog AGFI 0.47 
Akaike Information Criterion 9.21 
Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 9.8 
Browne-Cudeck Cross Validation Index 9.23 
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Independence Model Chi-Square 12626.93 
Independence Model df 435 
Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index 0.68 
Bentler-Bonett Non-Normed Fit Index 0.68 
Bentler Comparative Fit Index 0.7 
James-Mulaik-Brett Parsimonious Fit Index 0.63 
Bollen's Rho 0.65 
Bollen's Delta 0.7 
 
 
It is clear from the indices in the abovementioned table that the research model did 
not provide a fit between the model and the data.  These results will be discussed 
further in Chapter 5. 
 
4.5 Summary 
In an attempt to find answers, various analyses were performed in this chapter in 
order to accept or reject the propositions stated in Chapter 2. It was clear that some 
of the research questions could be answered unambiguously. The implications and 
contributions of the findings will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
CONCLUSIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
5.1 Introduction 
As stated in Chapter 1, the over-arching aim of the study is to investigate whether 
relationships exist between a) Workplace Well-being, b) Psychological Capital and c) 
Workplace Trust of managers in the South African automobile industry. 
 
The secondary aim of this research study is to contribute to the knowledge of work- 
place well-being amongst managers in the automotive industry; to establish which 
PSYCAP and Workplace Trust variables are contributory factors to Workplace Well-
being amongst managers; to identify the PSYCAP and Workplace Trust variables that 
predict the Workplace Well-being of managers and to create a Workplace Well-being 
model that will contribute to the body of knowledge about Workplace Well-being. 
 
Chapter 5 will cover the conclusions of the present study with reference to the 
research questions as stated in Chapter 2. A discussion of the contributions of the 
current study toward the body of knowledge will follow. The implications and 
limitations of the study will be considered and recommendations with regards to the 
present study will finally be submitted. 
 
5.2 Conclusions of the main findings 
In the first instance, it was necessary to examine the three measuring instruments 
with regard to construct validity (CFA and EFA) and their internal reliability and 
consistency (Cronbach Alpha Scale). The factor structures of all three measuring 
instruments that were finally accepted revealed that they were different to what were 
originally intended by their developers. It was, however, decided to pursue these 
factor structures for further analysis of the data.  
The factors in the new composite Workplace Well-being Questionnaire reduced from 
11 to 9 and the items reduced from 91 to 84 respectively, the internal reliability and 
consistency have remained relatively high within the .836 to .970 range.  
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The research questions and propositions, as stated in Chapter 2, initiated the 
following findings. 
 
5.2.1 Results 
Due to the fast pace of globalisation as stated in Chapter 2, it has become important 
to ensure the intercultural measurement of constructs. The portability of measuring 
instruments and their related constructs between global cultures have become 
increasingly important as well as a practical concern in globalisation. It was for this 
reason that the measurement qualities of the instruments used in this study were 
evaluated. As stated in Chapter 3, CFA and EFA were used to investigate the 
measurement qualities and content of the original factor structures of the instruments. 
 
Initially the factor structures as stated in Chapter 3, were evaluated for i) sampling 
adequacy by means of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy as 
well as ii)  CFA in order to arrive at a Goodness of Fit score. The results of the KMO 
reflected very high acceptable values as reflected in Chapter 3. In the cases where 
the fit of the structure to the data was not significant, an EFA was employed in order 
to arrive at an acceptable new factor structure. Once the final factor structure had 
been decided, a CFA was conducted again. This was followed by a Cronbach Alpha 
score to revalidate the internal reliability and consistency.   
 
From the CFA conducted on the original factor structures of the three measuring 
instruments and CFA conducted on the new factor structures, it is evident that the 
new factor structure of Workplace Well-being is a satisfactory fit and matched the 
original structure as developed by the authors of the instrument (RMSEA = 0.093, 
GFI = 0.890, AGFI = 0.844, Normed Fit Index = 0.934, and Non-Normed Fit Index = 
0.934).  
The results of the CFA indicate a mediocre fit for the factor structure of PSYCAP 
(RMSEA =, 0.07, GFI = 0.91, AGFI = 0.88, Normed Fit Index = 0.82, Non-Normed Fit 
Index = 0.85). The results of the CFA indicated a poor fit for the structure of Work 
place Trust (RMSEA = 0.144, GFI = 0.569, AGFI = 0.516, Normed Fit Index = 0.775, 
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and Non-Normed Fit Index = 0.792). It was decided to use the two factor structure as 
a result of the 0.80 correlation between Factor 1 (Trust in the manager and 
organisation) and Factor 2 (Trust in the colleague). These findings will be discussed 
in more detail later. However, it was decided to use the new factor patterns, as 
determined on the responses of the present sample, for further analyses of the 
current data. 
 
5.2.2 Research Question 1 
What is the content of the constructs and to what extent can the 
measuring instrument and the statistical outcomes be transferred to a 
cultural environment different from the original environment where it 
was developed? 
 
Proposition 1 - The factor outcomes for each of the variables will be 
interpretable in a culture setting different to the culture setting where the 
measuring instrument was developed. 
 
As stated in Chapter 2, the intercultural portability of measuring instruments is a 
practical consideration in terms of the current focus on globalisation. It was therefore 
necessary to investigate the measuring qualities and the content validity of the factors 
of the instruments used in this study. This was mainly achieved by means of CFA and 
EFA as reported in Chapter 3. The new factor structures’ Cronbach Alpha Scales of 
the three measuring instruments had values of ≥ 0.836. These results provided an 
indication about the results of research question one and whether the propositions 
could be accepted.  
 
5.2.2.1 Workplace Well-being Questionnaire-31 
Based on the results of this study, it seems as if the Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire can be used on a South African sample in its present format. The four-
factor structure of work- place well-being as designed by Parker and Hyett (2011) 
could not be implemented in its original format on a sample in South Africa. When an 
EFA was carried out on the responses of the South African sample, the number of 
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items of the instrument was reduced from 31 to 30. In this instance item 10 was 
removed, i.e. “I feel personally connected to my organisations values”. The item 
represented Factor one which focused on Job Satisfaction. 
 
The structure of what is measured by the WPWBQ-31 (now WPWBQ-30) seems to 
be generally the same in the sample of the present study. The correlations between 
the newly derived factors fell into the 0.351 and 0.647 range with a Cronbach Alpha of 
the scale .950. 
 
The test of variance of the measuring instrument indicated that a satisfactory 
contribution to the variance did exist. All four factors reported contributions to the total  
variance above the acceptable norm of 5%, i.e. Factor one = 71.07%, Factor two = 
12.43%, Factor three = 9.38% and Factor four = 7.12%. 
 
The four-factor structure with 30 items represents a satisfactory fit with the responses 
of this study. The original four-factor structure with 31 items did not have a good fit on 
the data of this study. It is therefore clear that the Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire-31 which was developed in Australia (2011) on a sample which differs 
greatly in nature from the sample in South Africa is almost fully portable in its present 
format. Therefore proposition 1(a) and 1(b) designed for research question one, 
cannot be accepted. 
 
5.2.2.2 PSYCAP Questionnaire-24 
The results in Table 5.2 (b) and Table 5.3 reveal that the PSYCAP Questionnaire-24 
in its present format cannot be used on a sample in South Africa. The four-factor 
structure of the original PCQ as designed by Luthans et al. (2007) could not be 
implemented in its present structure on a sample in South Africa. The results of the 
CFA as shown in Table 5.2 (b) indicated a poor fit of the measuring instrument on the 
South African response data.  EFA identified a three-factor structure with 6 items 
eliminated. The total items were reduced from 24 to 18 items. In the original structure 
PSYCAP consisted of four factors with six items each. The new PSYCAP structure 
consists of three factors with 10, 3, and 5 items respectively identified for Factor 1, 2, 
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and 3. The three factors seem to represent the following factors: Factor one: 
Achievement Optimism, Factor two: Work perception and Factor three:  Confidence.  
 
The structure of what is measured by the PSYCAP-24 (Now PSYCAP-18) seems to 
be different in the sample of the present study. The new factors reflected weak 
correlations between the ranges of 0.189 and 0.463. The Cronbach Alpha for the 
scale was .950.  
 
The test of variance of the factors in the revised measuring instrument yielded 
satisfactory results. All three factors reported a contribution to the total variance 
above the acceptable norm of 5%, i.e. Factor one = 77.13%, Factor two = 12.59%, 
and Factor three = 10.27%.  
 
The three-factor structure with 18 items represents an unsatisfactory fit with the 
responses of this study. The structure of the CFA indices indicated a poor fit with the 
response data. The reliability and consistency of the measuring instrument yielded 
acceptable levels of Cronbach Alphas. The original three-factor structure with 24 
items also did not have a good fit on the data of this study. The CFA of the new three-
factor structure (and six items eliminated) resulted in a mediocre fit. This could be an 
indication that the ultimate measurement instrument for PSYCAP-24 has not been 
fully developed. This could also infer that the understanding of PSYCAP in the work 
place in still incomplete. These results could also possibly be a function of the 
diversity of the South African research sample. 
 
It is therefore clear that the PCQ-24 which was developed in USA (2007) on a sample 
which differs considerably in nature from the sample in South Africa is only partially 
portable in its present format. Therefore proposition 1 related to research question 
one, could only partially be accepted. 
 
5.2.2.3. Workplace Trust Survey-36 
It seems as if the Workplace Trust Survey-36 cannot be used in its original format on 
a South African sample. The three-factor structure of Workplace Trust as designed by 
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Ferres (2001) could not be implemented in its present format on a sample in South 
Africa. 
 
The results of the CFA as shown in Table 5.2 (b) confirm a poor fit of the measuring 
instrument on the South African response data.  EFA identified a two-factor structure 
with all 36 items included. No items were eliminated. The two-factor structure appears 
to measure two related factors, i.e. i) trust in the organisation and the immediate 
manager and ii) trust in the colleague. The CFA indices reflect a poor fit of the 
measuring instrument on the South African response data. The first and second 
factors of the original structure collapsed into one factor with 24 items, i.e. Trust in the 
organisational manager. The second factor, that is Trust in the colleague, remained 
unchanged with 12 items. The internal reliability and consistency of the measurement 
reached satisfactory values. 
 
The structure of what is measured by the WTS-36 seems to be different in the sample 
of the present study. The correlations co-efficient of the two new factors reported a 
value of 0.559 with a Cronbach Alpha for the scale of .970. 
 
Both factors reported a contribution to the total variance above the acceptable norm 
of 5%, i.e. Factor one = 82.08% and Factor two = 17.92%.  
 
The results of the CFA indices of the two-factor WTS structure with 36 items 
represent an unsatisfactory fit with the response data of this study. Although the 
results of EFA indicate that no items of the instrument should be eliminated, it is clear 
that the first two factors, i.e. Trust in the organisation and Trust in the immediate 
manager collapsed into one factor. It seems that managers view trust in the 
organisation and trust in the immediate manager as one factor and that the 
instrument does not successfully differentiate between trust in the organisation and 
the immediate manager. A further explanation for this result could be that the 
manager does not generally have continuous contact with the organisation at large 
and therefore the attitude that they develop towards their manager will most likely 
influence their feelings for the organisation. This result is the same as one obtained 
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by Dannhauser (2007) who used the same measuring instrument as the current 
study. 
 
This result could also suggest that the understanding of organisational trust remains a 
delicate organisational concept and that managers included in the present sample 
generally believed that trusting a manager is synonymous with trusting the 
organisation. 
 
It is therefore clear that the Workplace Trust Survey-36 which was developed in 
Australia (2001) on a sample which differs in nature from the sample in South Africa 
is not fully portable in its original structure. Therefore proposition 1, related to 
research question one, could be accepted with some hesitation. 
 
In light of the outcomes of the statistical analysis on the responses to the three 
individual measuring instruments, they are not transferable to a cultural environment 
which is different from the original environment where it was developed without 
adaptation. In order to have understood the constructs, EFA developed factors which 
are conceptually understandable when applied to a sample in South Africa. The 
original factor structure was not acceptable in a cultural setting which was different to 
the culture where it was developed. 
 
Based on the statistical outcomes of this research study, the first research question 
could not be answered. The propositions developed for research question one could 
therefore only partially be accepted. 
 
5.2.3 Research Question 2 
The sub scales of PSYCAP will correlate with the dimensions of 
Workplace Trust. 
 
Proposition 2 -   There is a significant correlation between the subscales of 
PSYCAP variable and the dimensions of Workplace Trust. 
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The second research question was concerned with the relationship between the 
PSYCAP variables and the dimensions of Workplace Trust. Proposition two stated 
that a significant relationship would exist between these variables. The results of the 
findings indicate that Trust in the manager and the organisation has a moderate 
correlation and substantial relationship with PSYCAP 1. These findings can possibly 
be related to the research outcomes of Luthans et al. (2007) where they found that 
positive PSYCAP will be positively related to their work performance and job 
satisfaction which may be similar to the content of the first PSYCAP factor found in 
the present study. Job satisfaction in the current study is a factor of Workplace Well-
being. The relationship between i) Trust 1 and Trust 2) and ii) PSYCAP 2 & PSYCAP 
3 yielded weak common variances. For this reason the proposition formulated for 
research question two could not be accepted. 
 
The results of the statistical inter-correlation matrix in Table 4.3 reflected a moderate 
correlation between PSYCAP 1 and Trust 1 and Trust 2. The correlations reflected 
values of 0.54 and 0.47 respectively.  
 
A moderate correlation and substantial relationship exists between Sense of 
Achievement and Optimism (variance of 29%) and Trust in the colleague (variance of 
22%). 
For the remainder of the dependent variables (PSYCAP 2 and PSYCAP 3), the 
percentage of common variance indicate non-significant values. The percentage 
variances of the relationship between PSYCAP 2 and 3 with Trust 1 and Trust 2 
range from 5% to 14%.  In this instance no really significant relationship exists 
between the variables. 
 
It seems that the new WTS as a scale may contain 31% common variance with the 
new PSYCAP Scale. This is significant because this result indicates the important 
role that Workplace Trust can play in predicting PSYCAP.  
It is clear that Trust 1 has a moderate relationship (29% variance) with PSYCAP 1.  
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As a result of these outcomes, proposition two can only be partially accepted. No 
relevant evidence in the literature could be identified in support of research 
proposition two. This study covers new ground as it seems that no previous research 
has been conducted on this research question.  
 
5.2.4 Research Question 3 
What is the relationship between the sub scales of the PSYCAP 
variables and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being? 
 
Proposition 3 - There is a significant correlation between the sub scales of 
PSYCAP variable and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. 
 
The third research question was concerned with the possible relationship between the 
PSYCAP variables and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. Proposition three 
stated that a significant relationship would exist between these variables. This 
proposition could not be accepted confidently because only two of the twelve possible 
relationships correlated at a significant level, (> 25% of the variance) i.e. i) PSYCAP 1 
and Well-being 1 (51% of the variance) and ii) PSYCAP 1 and Well-being 4 (33% of 
the variance).  
 
The results indicate that significant correlations existed between the sub scales of 
PSYCAP and the sub scales of Workplace Well-being. The relationship between the 
PSYCAP factor Sense of Achievement and Optimism and the well-being factor Job 
satisfaction was at a substantial level. A moderate 33% common variance correlation 
also existed between Sense of Achievement and Optimism and Intrusion of work into 
private life. 
 
It is speculated that managers who experience high levels of job satisfaction (WB 1) 
will have a strong sense of achievement and optimism (PSYCAP 1). Job satisfaction 
reflects 51% common variance with Sense of Achievement and Optimism.  
 
 224 
 
Parker and Hyett (2011) describe job satisfaction as an indicator of higher levels of 
Workplace Well-being. In this instance, this positive finding of the research results 
indicates that the managers’ level of job satisfaction correlated with a 51% common 
variance between job satisfaction and Sense of Achievement and Optimism.  
 
Macky and Boxall (2009) studied employee well-being and union membership and 
found that job satisfaction is not a useful predictor of union membership. Based on 
the intuitive interpretation of this finding and the empirical finding of the results of the 
current study, it can be speculated that employees who experience high levels of job 
satisfaction tend to focus on their growth potential and as their sense of achievement 
and optimism rather than joining the membership of a union. 
 
Avey, et al. (2011) proposed that individuals higher in PSYCAP may be performing at 
higher levels over extensive periods. The reason for this is that individuals high in 
confidence will put greater effort into their goals. It has also been stated that PSYCAP 
has been positively related to desirable attitudes such as job satisfaction and 
employee well-being. A quite similar relationship emerges in the present study when 
the relationships between Workplace Well-being and, in particular, Job satisfaction 
and the sense of Achievement and Optimism are inspected. Job satisfaction 
correlated high, indicating a marked relationship with PSYCAP 1. The finding that Job 
satisfaction and well-being is related to Psychological Capital, contributes to the 
better understanding of the role of PSYCAP in the organisation. PSYCAP and Job 
satisfaction seem to be an important component in creating a culture of Workplace 
Well-being in the organisation. 
 
Avey, Reichard, Luthans & Mhatre (2011) have found that the results of their meta-
analysis on PSYCAP indicated that significant positive relationships existed between 
PSYCAP and desirable employee attitudes such as job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, psychological well-being. Furthermore, Avey, Wernsing and Luthans 
(2008) and Larson and Luthans (2006) have also confirmed that psychological capital 
was related to positive emotions that in turn were related to their attitudes towards job 
 225 
 
satisfaction and psychological well-being. These findings are supportive of the current 
study. 
 
Nielsen and Daniels (2012) posit that when leaders found themselves challenged 
above their average levels of challenge, they reported better well-being. According to 
the findings of the present study, increased levels of job satisfaction could lead to 
higher levels of well-being and sense of achievement and optimism. A safe deduction 
from these findings seems to be that managers who perceive that they are challenged 
beyond their normal levels, experience higher levels of job satisfaction and well-
being. 
 
Lindorff, Worral and Cooper (2011) examined the perceptions of managers residing in 
the UK and Australia and have found that organisational change has the potential to 
breach relational, psychological contracts, causing reduced well-being for managers 
with resultant loss of profitability and performance for organisations. The findings of 
this study indicate that employer care, which includes how employees are treated by 
the employer, exhibits low levels of relationship with the PSYCAP variables of sense 
of achievement, perception of work and confidence.  
 
It is further speculated that managers who experience that their work life does not 
interfere with their private lives, report a higher sense of achievement and optimism 
i.e. 33% of variance. 
 
Avey et al. (2010) hypothesized that employees’ PSYCAP is positively related to their 
psychological well-being and, when it is measured over time, employees’ PSYCAP 
will explain additional variance in their psychological well-being. The findings of this 
study reveal variations in the levels of the relationship between PSYCAP and 
Workplace Well-being, the highest common variance (51%) being the relationship 
between Job Satisfaction (WB1) and Sense of Achievement and optimism (PSYCAP 
1). The lowest common variance (5%) was the relationship between Organisational 
respect for the employee (WB 4) and Confidence (PSYCAP 3).  
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A possible explanation for the low level of significance of the remaining variables 
between PSYCAP and Well-being could possibly be that the managers have been 
unable to successfully develop their own PSYCAP because of the nature of their work 
environment which is predominantly guided by manufacturing processes.  
 
The low common variances between several of the PSYCAP and Well-being 
variables could possibly be a function of the timing of completion of the questionnaire. 
The research was conducted at the end of the calendar year (three weeks prior to the 
annual production holidays) and it seems safe to assume that a high percentage of 
the research sample were “tired” and were looking forward to their summer holidays.  
Future research should be considered in the first six months of the calendar year in 
order to eliminate ‘year-end work exhaustion’. 
 
Based on the statistical outcome of this research, question three could be positively 
answered and the proposition developed for research question three could be 
accepted, with some reservation. 
 
5.2.5 Research Question 4 
What is the relationship between the Trust Total construct and the 
dimensions of Workplace Well-being?  
 
Proposition 4 - There is a significant correlation between the Trust Scale 
construct and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. 
 
The fourth research question was concerned with the possible relationship between 
the Trust Total construct and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. Proposition 
four stated that a significant relationship would exist between these variables. 
 
The results of the statistical inter-correlation matrix in Table 4.3 of the new factor 
structure reflect a significant correlation between the sub scales of Trust and the sub 
scales of Workplace Well-being.  
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The results regarding the correlation co-efficients indicate that substantial correlations 
exist between the sub scales of Workplace Well-being and Trust Total scale. In 
addition, the percentage variances of the Well-being sub scales portray substantial 
relationships with Trust.  
 
With reference to the relationship between Workplace Trust and the sub scales of 
Workplace Well-being it is evident that high correlations and a marked relationship 
exists. Organisational respect for the employee and Intrusion of work into private life 
show common variances of 60% and 61% respectively. It seems that this could be an 
indication of how important trust is in developing well-being in the workplace. 
 
The strong relationship between Organisational respect for the employee and 
Workplace Trust Scale is an important finding, because it confirms the important role 
that Trust plays in Workplace Well-being. It is speculated that the respondents can 
only experience Organisational respect because they trust their manager and the 
organisation as well as their colleagues. A 60% common variance between the Trust 
Scale and Organisational respect for the employee confirms a very significant 
relationship. 
 
Intrusion of work into the private lives of the respondents reports a 61% variance with 
the Workplace Trust Scale. This finding is significant because it seems that managers 
feel that they would be prepared for work to intrude on their private lives because they 
trust their colleagues, their managers and the organization.  
 
Job satisfaction records a moderate common variance of 41% with Workplace Trust 
Scale. This finding could be indicative of the respondent being more trustworthy when 
he/she is satisfied in their workplace.  When job satisfaction tends to be high, it 
seems to follow that trust levels will increase and therefore, based on the statistical 
outcome of the research, trust seems to be an integral ingredient of job satisfaction, 
organisational respect for the employee, Intrusion of work into private life and 
Employer care.  
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Employer care had a common variance of 19% with the Workplace Trust Scale. This 
finding represents a Moderate correlation, with a substantial relationship between the 
variables. Attempts to answer research question four and the associated proposition, 
is a function of the possible relations that the well-being variables will have on 
Workplace Trust Scale. It should be noted that the distributions of the scores range 
from 19% variance (Employer care) to 61% (Intrusion of work into the private lives). 
This variance of employer care could possibly be influenced by the high variance 
percentage of Organisational respect for the employee. This finding could possibly 
indicate that when the manager believes his employer does not care about him/her, 
their trust levels will be negatively affected which could influence the relationship with 
their colleagues. This view is supported by Wong and Fong Boh (2012) who state that 
when individuals are believed to be trustworthy, their colleagues normally judge them 
to have higher levels of integrity and dependability and are more likely to be 
respected and to cooperate with them.  
 
Although very little empirical research literature exists on the relationship between 
workplace trust and Workplace Well-being, it is clear from these results that trust can 
be viewed from an individual and organisational perspective. Trust acts as the 
foundation of the social fabric in an organisation. 
 
Based on the statistical outcomes of the analysis, question four could be positively 
answered and the proposition developed for research question four could therefore 
be accepted. 
 
5.2.6 Research Question 5 
What is the relationship between the sub scales of Trust and the 
dimensions of Workplace Well-being? 
 
Proposition 5 - There is a significant correlation between the sub scales of 
Trust and the dimensions of Workplace Well-being. 
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The fifth research question was concerned with the possible relationship between the 
sub scales of Trust and the sub scales of Workplace Well-being. Proposition five 
stated that a significant relationship would exist between these variables.  
  
It is evident that the sub scales of Well-being had either low, moderate or high 
correlations with i) Trust in the Manager and Organisation and ii) Trust in the 
colleague. In addition, all the well-being sub scales reported either a small, 
substantial or a marked relationship with i) Trust in the Manager and Organisation 
and ii) Trust in the colleague. Based on the statistical outcomes and the Guilford 
evaluation scale for interpreting correlation co-efficients, the proposition developed as 
the answer to research question five could be accepted.  
 
Both Organisational respect for the employee (WB 3) and Intrusion of work into 
private life (WB4) reported high correlations and a marked relationship with Trust in 
the Manager and the Organisation. The percentage variance reflected values of 67% 
and 61% common variance respectively. It can therefore safely be assumed that 
managers who experience organisational respect will have trust in their manager and 
organisation. 
 
The following variables reported moderate correlations and substantial relations with 
Trust in the colleague: Job satisfaction (24% variance), Organisational respect for the 
employee, (21% variance) and Intrusion of work into private life (30% variance). An 
intuitive explanation for these substantial relations could be that when a person 
experiences high levels of job satisfaction, he/she tends to trust people more, 
including his/her colleagues. When an employee encounters that the organisation 
shows respect for the employees, the respondent would tend to do the same and 
therefore would start to trust colleagues. When work does not intrude into the 
manager’s private life, it will give him more reason to experience increased job 
satisfaction which could develop into higher levels of trust in the colleague.  
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The relationship between employer care and Trust 1 and Trust 2 is considerably 
weaker at 19% and 9% common variance respectively than between Organisational 
respect for the employee and Trust 1 with a common variance of 67%.  
 
The proposition developed for research question five could only be partially accepted. 
 
5.2.7 Research Question 6 
Will the demographic variables be related to the scores on the 
psychometric measures? 
 
Proposition 6 – The demographical variables will be related to the scores on 
the psychometric measures. 
 
The sixth research question was concerned with whether the demographic variables 
would be related to the scores on the psychometric measures. Proposition five stated 
that the demographical variables will be related to the scores on the psychometric 
measures. 
 
The procedures that were used to investigate whether the demographical variables 
are related to psychometric variables included the t-test, ANOVA, Sheffé and Cohen’s 
d test. 
 
The results seem to indicate that only two demographic variables had a relationship 
with the scales and/or sub scales of the measuring instruments. It seemed as if age 
and qualification groups differed on PSYCAP and Well-being scores. 
 
The results of the ANOVA regarding differences in the scores of participants in 
different age categories on the scales and sub scales of the measuring instruments 
indicated a small level of significance in the relationship between the various age 
groups and Sense of Achievement and Optimism (p = 0.04) and Intrusion of work into 
private life (p = 0.05).  A Scheffé Test was conducted on both the sub scales of 
Sense of Achievement and Optimism (PSYCAP 1) and Intrusion of work into private 
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life (WB 4). On both occasions the Scheffé Test did not produce any significant 
differences between PSYCAP 1 and Well-being 4 scores of the various age groups. 
All the p-values were > 0.05. As a result of the outcome of the Scheffé Test, a 
Cohen’s d test was not performed. 
 
The results of the ANOVA regarding the scores of qualification group categories on 
the scales and sub scales of the measuring instruments indicated five scales and sub 
scales with a small level of significance with p-values < 0.05. It was decided to 
explore these sub scales further in order to identify the differences amongst the 
qualification levels more specifically. 
 
• With regard to Sense of Achievement and Optimism, the scores of managers 
with an undergraduate qualification are significantly different from the 
managers with a qualification level of Standard 5 to Matric. 
• With regard to Job Satisfaction, the scores of managers with an undergraduate 
qualification were significantly different compared to that of the managers with 
a qualification level of Standard 5 to Matric. 
• With regard to Employer Care, the scores of managers with an undergraduate 
qualification are significantly different compared to that of the managers with a 
qualification level of Standard 5 to Matric.  
• With regard to Intrusion of work into private life, the scores of the managers 
with an undergraduate and postgraduate qualification are significantly different 
compared to the managers with a qualification level of Standard 5 to Matric. 
• With regard to the Workplace Well-being Scale, the scores of the 
undergraduate and postgraduate managers show a significant difference 
compared to the managers with a qualification level of Standard 5 to Matric. 
 
The differences found by using statistical procedures may be influenced by the large 
research sample of 452 respondents and the large numbers in the demographic 
groups. Furthermore, the overall statistical results indicated that the variables of the 
scales and sub scales did not have significant relationships with the demographic 
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variables. It can safely be assumed that the majority of the respondents had a similar 
score. The research sample could have been a homogenous group in terms of their 
responses to the research items of the composite Workplace Well-being 
Questionnaire, i.e. the largest group consisted of white English speaking 
undergraduate males. 
 
5.2.8 Research Question 7 
Can a sequential model, based on the combinations of the variables, be 
built successfully?  
 
Proposition 7 - A sequential model will be built successfully, based on the 
combinations of variables in the model to produce a good fit with the data in 
Fig.1.1 below. 
The final research question was whether a structural equations model could be built. 
As the factor structures of the original composite Workplace Well-being have changed 
and it was statistically accepted that the measuring instruments were not fully 
portable to a South African sample, the theory-based model illustrated in Figure 1.1 
could not be used. It was decided to build an abridged research model.  
 
Both the theoretical and research models were assessed and these indices revealed 
that both models did not fit the data. The research model (Figure 4.2) indicated better 
indices and path co-efficients than the indices of the theoretical model.  
 
As a result of the statistical outcomes, it seems that the research question could not 
be answered in the affirmative and that the corresponding proposition could not be 
accepted. 
 
5.3 Main contributions 
The present study contributed some understanding towards Workplace Well-being 
and the relationship with other variables in this study. Some new insights from the 
findings of this study have been developed. New knowledge has been added to the 
field of Work- place well-being, with specific reference to the role of the manager 
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within the Motor Manufacturing industry in South Africa. No previous research study 
was replicated in the current study. 
 
452 respondents reported on 91 research items based on previous findings regarding 
portability of instruments analyses carried out to revalidate the content and the 
structures of the measuring instruments. CFA and EFA were employed to do the 
revalidation. The degree of portability, although negative, of the three instruments 
from USA and Australia to the South African culture, could also be ascertained.  
 
Work place well-being is a relatively new construct in South Africa and the current 
study has focused some attention on this new phenomenon. Workplace Well-being 
produced marked and low significant variances. Additional research is necessary i) to 
identify the reasons for the irregular findings and 2) to contribute to the knowledge 
base and restricted insight of the well-being construct within the organisational 
setting. 
 
A further contribution was made in this study in that the relationships of the manager’s 
i) Workplace Well-being, ii) PSYCAP and iii) workplace trust were researched and 
integrated into one study. The constructs which have been identified for this study, 
have been researched previously, either individually or in tandem with other 
constructs.  As far as it could be ascertained, it seems that the combination of these 
three constructs has not previously been researched in one study. 
 
Trust remains an important variable in the life of an organisation. As a result of 
globalisation, trust has become even more crucial because of its strong binding 
properties, even across international borders. A significant finding is the strong 
relationship that trust has with Workplace Well-being. It was found in this study that 
Trust correlates highly and has significant relationships with i) Intrusion of work into 
private life, ii) organisational respect for the employee, iii) job satisfaction and iv) 
employer care.  
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It has also been observed that the sub scales of Trust and the sub scales of Well-
being have significant relationships. Both well-being variables of i) organisational 
respect for the employee and ii) intrusion of work into private life reflect high 
correlations with a positively marked relationship. Intrusion of work into the private life 
of the employee has recently been identified as a well-being variable. The findings in 
this study reflect a significant relationship between i) Trust in the manager and 
organisation and ii) job satisfaction. This finding is important because job satisfaction 
has also reported high relationships with PSYCAP 1. 
 
Job satisfaction was found to be a variable that exhibits strong relationships with 
Trust and PSYCAP. 
In order to understand some of the major findings of this research study, it was 
decided to visually depict the outcomes of the most important relationships of the 
study.  
 
Figure 5.1 Relationship between job satisfaction and Trust and PSYCAP variables. 
 
 
 
Figure 5.2 Relationship between PSYCAP 1 and Trust and Well-being  variables. 
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Similarly, PSYCAP 1 exhibits significant relationships with the sub scales of Trust and 
Well-being. 
. 
 
Figure 5.3 Relationship between Trust Construct and Well-being sub scales 
 
Total trust reflects significant relationships with all the dimensions of well-being, i.e. 
job satisfaction, organisational respect for the employee and intrusion of work into 
private life.  
 
The relationships shown in Figure 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 represent some of the significant 
findings of this research study. As it seems that little or no research has been 
conducted in the past on the relationship among these variables, this study could be 
regarded as a base-line study for future researchers. This quantitative research can 
present empirical data on Workplace Well-being and how it relates to other variables 
in the study. 
 
5.4 Limitations of the study 
Although this study has a number of strengths, certain limitations must be noted. 
• The sample of the current study was not adequately representative of all the 
managers in the motor industry in South Africa. The study was limited to only 
one motor manufacturing company operating in one of the eleven provinces of 
the country. Future studies should incorporate a broader and more 
representative sample of motor manufacturing companies so that the findings 
of the present study can be validated.  
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• The statistical outcomes confirmed that the measuring instruments used in this 
study had a mediocre portability to a sample in South Africa. Future 
researchers should be aware of this and take care when using measuring 
instruments which were developed in a culture different to the one where the 
research is to be conducted. The reasons for this view seem to be a 
combination of the following: i) South Africa is one of the most diverse 
countries in the world and future researchers should not only be sensitive to 
the differences between cultures of different countries, but also within the 
boundaries of South Africa. Multi-cultural versus more homogeneous groups 
require attention in this regard. ii) Currently there is an acute need to do 
research across country boundaries and more attention should be given to 
forming alliances with researchers in other countries in order to research 
international topics in the global village. iii) The cross validation of the research 
results with studies conducted in other countries is of vital importance for 
ensuring the integrity of the research outcomes. If the measuring instruments 
are not portable to cultures and countries which are different to those where 
the instrument was developed, validation assessments would always have to 
be performed. Some consideration has to be given to creating international 
teams when developing new measuring instruments. Portability will then be 
addressed during the development stages of new measuring instruments.  
 
 Despite these limitations, the assessment done on the response data of this 
 study demonstrated that the interrelationships between the various constructs 
 can be researched in one study. 
 
• This study is the first of its kind in testing the relationships of Workplace Well-
being, PSYCAP and Workplace Trust of managers in the motor industry in 
South Africa. Given the uniqueness of the situation, the author is cautious 
about generalizing these results until rigorous replication can offer additional 
results and support for the model.  
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• There was a lack of empirical evidence from other Workplace Well-being 
related studies and in many respects the current study can be regarded as 
pioneering in nature. New paradigms were explored which have not previously 
been researched, (i.e. sense of achievement and optimism and job 
satisfaction; intrusion of work into private life and total trust; Trust in the 
colleague and job satisfaction). The present study was limited in scope as far 
as demographic groups are concerned. 
 
5.5 Recommendations and conclusions 
Overall, the findings of the study suggest that organisations should take measures to 
enhance the PSYCAP and Trust levels of their managers which could become 
instrumental in retaining or improving the Workplace Well-being of their employees. 
There appears to be a direct correlation and statistical relationship between these 
constructs. 
 
The concept of measuring the Workplace Well-being is relatively new. The instrument 
that was used in this study was launched in Australia six months prior to the 
commencement of this study. It is evident that the research community is looking for 
the ultimate instrument that can measure well-being in the workplace. While some 
researchers are suggesting the primary reasons for Workplace Well-being, it must be 
acknowledged that this is a totally untapped field of research. Whether the ultimate 
reasons for Workplace Well-being will ever be agreed upon, is still an open question. 
However, future studies in Workplace Well-being could address research topics such 
as: 
 
i) The relationship between Workplace Well-being, trust in the manager 
and organisation, and sense of achievement and optimism. 
ii) The relationship between job satisfaction, trust in the colleague and 
perceptions of work. 
iii) The relationship between employer care, trust in the manager and 
organisation, and confidence. 
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iv) The relationship between work perception, job satisfaction and trust in 
the colleague. 
v) The investigation of the effect of Workplace Well-being on trust in the 
colleague and work confidence. 
vi) The relationship between optimism, trust in the manager and organisation, 
and Workplace Well-being. 
vii) The investigation of the building blocks of Workplace Well-being. 
 
In addition to the abovementioned recommendations, consideration could be given to 
a longitudinal study on Workplace Well-being evaluating its relationship with other 
organisational variables and attitudes such as job satisfaction, happiness, hardiness, 
and its influence on work performance. 
 
Although the quantitative method of research has provided the researcher with 
valuable information, the qualitative method could be considered in order to obtain 
further detailed information about the level of well-being of the managers. Even a 
combination of these two research methods would provide information that is 
insightful and informative. In addition, research should be considered investigating 
what represents the construct of Workplace Well-being. This is an important step 
before the construct can be used to predict work related outcomes. 
 
In summary, Workplace Well-being research has broken new ground over the last 
year or more and in many ways supports the principles of Positive Organisational 
Behaviour and Positive Organisational Scholarship. Understanding the well-being 
needs of your employees and the relationships with variables such as trust in the 
manager, the organization and PSYCAP, goes a long way to ensuring a healthy 
workforce. On-going work in this area will assist in gaining a firmer grasp of the 
factors that contribute to the Workplace Well-being in organisations. 
 
Workplace Well-being is a difficult concept to research and future researchers have to 
start their journey with realistic expectations when researching this concept. The 
researcher believes that Workplace Well-being will in future play a more prominent 
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role in organisational behaviour. In order to achieve this, detailed research is 
necessary to investigate the relationships of Workplace Well-being and other 
organisational variables. The researcher has attempted in this study to bring clarity 
and provide information about the valuable asset of Workplace Well-being of 
members of organisations.  
 
-------------------------------------------------  
 
 240 
 
References 
 
Andrei, D., Otoiu, C., Isaila, A. & Baban, A. (2010). What does it mean to trust your 
team colleague? An exploratory study using Grounded Theory. Cognition, Brain, 
Behavior. An interdisciplinary Journal. Vol. XIV, No.2, 121 – 140. 
Avey, J.B., Luthans, F., Smith, R.M. and Palmer, N.F. (2010). Impact of Positive 
Psychological Capital on employee Well-Being over time, Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 15, No.1, 17 – 28. 
Avey, J.B., Luthans, F., Youssef, C.M. (2010). The Additive Value of Positive 
Psychological Capital in Predicting Work Attitudes and Behaviours. Journal of 
Management. Vol. 36. No. 2. 430 - 452.   
Avey, J.B., Reichard, R.J., Luthans, F. and Mhatre, K.H. (2011). Meta-analysis of the 
impact of Positive Psychological Capital on employee attitudes, behaviours and 
performance. Human Resource Development Quarterly, Vol. 22, No. 2. 127 – 
152. 
Avey, J.B., Wernsing, T.S. & Luthans, F. (2008). Can Positive Employees Help 
Positive Organisational Change? Impact of Psychological Capital and Emotions 
on Relevant Attitudes and Behaviours. The Journal of Applied Behavioural 
Science, 44, 48 – 70. Doi: 10.1177/0021886307311470. 
Avolio B.J., Gardner W.L., Walumbwa, F.O., Luthans, F. and May, D.R. (2004). 
Unlocking the mask: A look at the process by which authentic leaders impact 
follower attitudes and behaviours. Leadership Quarterly, 15, 801-823. 
Babbie, E.R. & Mouton, J. (2001). The Practice of Social Research. Cape Town, 
South Africa. Oxford. 
Bagozzi, R.P & Heatherton, (1994). A general approach to representing multi-facetted 
personality constructs. Application to state esteem. Structural Equation 
Modeling. 1, 35-67. 
Bakker, A.B. & Schaufeli, W.B. (2008). Positive organisational behaviour: Engaged 
employees in flourishing organisations. Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 29, 
147 – 154. doi:10.1002/job.515 
 241 
 
Bandalos, D.L. (2002). The effects of item-parceling on goodness-of-fit and parameter 
estimate bias in structural equation modeling. Structural Equation Modeling, 9, 
78 -102. 
Bandura, A. (1986). Social Foundations of Thought and Action, Prentice-Hall, 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ. In Luthans, F. & Peterson, S.J (2002). Employee 
engagement and manager self-efficacy. Implications for managerial 
effectiveness and development. Journal of Management Development. 5, 376 – 
387. DOI 10.1108/02621710210426862 
Bandura, A. (1996). Social Learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. In 
Heuven, E., Bakker, A.B., Schaufeli, W.B. and Huisman, N. (2006). The role of 
self-efficacy in performing emotion work. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 69, 
222 – 235. 
Bandura, A. (1997a). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York. Freeman. In 
Luthans, F., Avey, J.B., Avolio, B.J. and Peterson, S.J. (2010). The 
Development and Resulting Performance Impact of Positive Psychological 
Capital. Human Resource Development Quarterly. Vol. 21, No. 1, 41 – 65. 
Baptiste, N. R. (2009). Fun and Well-being: insights from senior managers in a local 
authority. Employee Relations. Vol. 31, No. 6, 600 – 612. 
Basso, P. (2004). Making things work. Policy & Practice, September, 27 – 28. 
Bennett, C., (2011). Cultures of Optimism. Cultural Sociology. Vol. 5 (2), 301 – 320. 
Bentler, P.B. & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness-of-fit in the 
analyses of covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88, 588 – 606. 
Blackburn, D.A. (1992). Trust in manager-subordinate relationship. Master Thesis, 
Johannesburg: University of Witwatersrand. 
Bland, J.M. (1997). Statistic Notes; Cronbach’s alpha. BMJ, 314:572. 
Botha, P.A. & Brand, H. (2009). Development of a holistic wellness model for 
managers in tertiary institutions. SA Journal of Human Resource Management, 
7 (1), 166 – 176.  
Bradburn, N. (1969) in Dodge, R., Daly, A.P., Huyton, J., and Sanders, L.D. (2012). 
The challenge of defining wellbeing. International Journal of Well-being. 2(3), 
222 – 235. 
 242 
 
Bull, T. & Mittelmark, M.B. (2009). Work life and mental well-being of single and non-
single working mothers in Scandinavia. Scandinavian Journal of Public Health. 
37, 562 – 568. 
Cameron, K., Dutton, J.E. and Quinn, R.E. (2003). Positive Organizational 
Scholarship: Foundations of a New Discipline. San Francisco, California. 
Berrett-Koehler Publishers Inc. 
Carlsen, A., Landsverk Hagen, A. and Mortensen, T.F. (2012). Imagining Hope in 
Organisations. In Cameron K.S. and Spreitzer G.M. (Ed) The Oxford Handbook 
of Positive Organisational Scholarship. (1st Ed., pp.288-303). New York, New 
York: Oxford University Press. 
Carnevale, D.G. & Weschler, B. (1992). Trust in the public sector: Individual and 
organisational determinants. Administration and Society, 23 (4), 471 – 494.  
Carver, C.S. & Scheier, M.S. (2002). Optimism. In Avey, J.B., Reichard, R.J., 
Luthans, F. and Mhatre, K.H. (2011). Meta-analysis of the impact of Positive 
Psychological Capital on employee attitudes, behaviours and performance. 
Human Resource Development Quarterly, Vol. 22, No. 2. 127 – 152. 
Chemers, M.M., Watson, C.B. & May, S.T. (2000). Dispositional effect and 
Leadership effectiveness: A comparison of Self-esteem, Optimism and Self-
efficacy. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26 (3), 267 – 277. 
Clapp-Smith, R., Vogelgesang, G.R. and Avey, J.B. (2009). Authentic Leadership and 
Positive Psychlogical Capital, The Mediating role of trust at the Group Level of 
Analyses, Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 15(3), 227 – 240. 
Coetzee, S. & Cilliers, F. (2001). Psychfortology: Explaining coping behaviour in 
organisations. The Industrial-Organisational Psychologist, 38, 62 – 68. 
Cook, J. & Wall, T. (1980). New work attitude measures of trust, organisational 
commitment and personal need non-fulfillment. Journal of Occupational 
Psychology, 53, 39 – 52. 
Cooper, C.L. (2009). The changing nature of work: enhancing the mental capital and 
well-being of the work place. Journal of the Academy of Social Sciences,  Vol.4 , 
No. 3, 269 – 275. 
 
 243 
 
Coutu, D.L. (2002). How resilience work. Harvard Business Review; Vol. 80, Issue 5, 
46 – 51. 
Cronbach, L.J. (1951). Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests. 
Psychometrika, Vol.16, p. 297 – 334. 
Cufaude, J. (1999). Creating organisational trust. Association Management, 5(7), 26 – 
35. 
Daft, R. (2004). Organisation Theory and Design. 8th Edition. Mason, OH: Thomson. 
Dannhauser, Z. (2007). The relationship between servant leadership, follower trust, 
team commitment and unit effectiveness. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of Stellenbosch. Stellenbosch. South Africa. 
Dannhauser, Z. (2009). Empowering the Organisation through Servant Leadership. 
VDM Verlag Dr. Müller Aktiengesellschaft & Co. KG. Saarbrücken, Germany. 
Dannhauser, Z. & Boshoff, A.B. (2008). Rejoinder. Comments on Barbuto, Story, and 
Gifford’s “Response”. International Journal of Leadership Studies. 4 (1), p. 104 – 
106. 
De Bruin, G.P. & Bernard-Phera, M.J. (2002). Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the 
Career Development Questionnaire and the Career Decision-Making Self-
Efficacy Scale for South African High School Students. South African Journal of 
Industrial Psychology. 28(2), p. 1 – 6. 
Deckop, J.R., Jurkiewicz, C.L., and Giacalone, R.A. (2010). Effects of materialism on 
work related personal well-being. Human Relations Journal. 63(7), 1007 – 1030. 
Diener, E., Lucas, E., & Oishi, S., (2005). Subjective Well-being. The Science of 
Happiness and Life Satisfaction. In Snyder, S.R, and Lopez, S.J. (Ed.) 
Handbook of Positive Psychology. (1st ed., pp. 63 – 73). Oxford University 
Press. 
Diener, E. & Seligman, M.F., (2004). Toward an Economy of Well-being. American 
Psychological Society. Vol.1. 1 – 31. 
Diener, E. & Seligman, M.E.P. (2004). Beyond money: Toward an economy of well-
being. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 5: 1–31. 
Dijkstra, M.T.M., Van Dierendonck, D., & Evers, (2005). Responding to conflict at 
work and individual well-being. European Journal of Work and Organisational 
Psychology. 14(2), 119 – 135. 
 244 
 
Dirks, K.T. (1999). The effects of interpersonal trust on work group performance. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 84, 445 - 455 
Dirks, K.T. (2000). Trust in Leadership and Team Performance: Evidence from NCAA 
basketball. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 1004 – 1012. 
Dirks, K.T., Ferrin, Donald L. (2002), Trust in Leadership: Meta-analytic findings and 
implications for research and practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol 87(4), 
Aug, 2002.  611-628.  
Dodge, R., Daly, A.P., Huyton, J., & Sanders, L.D. (2012). The challenge of defining 
well-being. International Journal of Well-being. 2(3), 222 – 235.  
Drucker, P. F. (1990), Managing the Non-Profit Organisation, HarperCollins 
Publishers Inc., East 53rd Street, New York, NY. 
Dufault, K. & Martocchio, B. C. (1985). Hope: Its spheres and dimensions. Nursing 
Clinics of North America, 20, 379–391. 
Du Plessis, Y. & Barkhuizen, N. (2011). Psychological Capital, a Requisite for 
Organisational Performance in South Africa. South African Journal of Economic 
and Management Services, 15(1), 16 – 30. 
Ferres, N. (2001). The Development and Validation of the Work place Trust Survey 
(WTS): Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Methodologies. Master’s 
dissertation. University of Newcastle, Australia. 
Fleig-Palmer, M. & Schoorman, F.  (2011). Trust as a Moderator of the relationship 
between Mentoring and Knowledge transfer. Journal of Leadership and 
Organisational Studies. Vol. 8 (3), 334 – 343. 
Galesic, M. & Bosnjak, M. (2009). Effects of Questionnaire length on participation and 
indicators of response quality in a web-survey. Public Opinion Quarterly. Vol. 73, 
No. 2, pp. 349 – 360. 
Gibson, B. & Sanbonmatsu, D. (2004). Optimism, pessimism, and gambling: the 
downside of optimism. Personality and social psychology bulletin. 30 (2), 149 – 
160. 
Golembiewski, R.T. & McConkie, M. (1975). The centrality of interpersonal trust in 
group processes. In Tan, H.H. and Tan, C.S. (2000). Toward the differentiation 
of Trust in Supervisor and Trust in Organisation. Genetic, Social and General 
Psychology Monographs, 126(2), 241 – 260. 
 245 
 
Gray, M., Lobao, L & Martina, R., (2012). Making space for well-being. Cambridge 
Journal of Regions, Economy and Society. Vol.5, 3 – 13. 
Guha, M. (2009). The Encyclopedia of Positive Psychology. Reference Reviews, Vol. 
23, (7), pp. 12 – 14. 
Guilford, J.P (1956) in Dannhauser, Z. (2009). Empowering the Organisation through 
Servant Leadership. VDM Verlag Dr. Muller Aktiengesellsschaft & Co. KG, 
Saarbrucken, Germany. 
Hair, J.F. Jnr., Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.E and Black, W.C. (1995). Multivariate 
Data FAnalysis. Fourth Edition, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc. 
Hair, J.F. Jr., Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.E. & Black, W.C. (1998). Multivariate Data 
Analysis. Fifth Edition, Prentice-Hall International, Inc., New Jersey, USA. 
Harrington, S. & Rayner, C. (2010). Look before you leap or dive right in? The use of 
moral courage in response to work place bullying. In Linley, P.A., Harrington, S. 
& Garcea, N. (Eds), Oxford Handbook of Positive Psychology and Work (pp.265 
– 276). Oxford University Press, Inc. Ney York, New York. 
Harris, G.E. & Larsen, D. (2008). Understanding hope in the face of an HIV 
Diagnoses and High risk Behaviours. Journal of Health Psychology. 13(3), 401 – 
415.  
Harter, J.K., Schmidt, F.L., & Keyes, C.L. (2002). Well-Being in the Work place and its 
Relationship to Business Outcomes: A Review of the Gallup Studies. In C.L. 
Keyes & J. Haidt (Eds.), Flourishing: The Positive Person and the Good Life (pp. 
205-224). Washington D.C.: American Psychological Association. 
Hay, A. (2002). Trust and Organisational change: An experience from manufacturing.  
South African Journal of Industrial Psychology, 28(4), 43-37. 
Heuven, E., Bakker, A.B., Schaufeli, W.B. and Huisman, N. (2006). The role of self-
efficacy in performing emotion work. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 69, 222 – 
235. 
Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., and Mullen, M. (2008). Structural Equation Modelling: 
Guidelines for Determining Model Fit. The Electronic Journal of Business 
Research Methods. 6, Issue 1, 53 – 60. 
Hooper, M. (2004). Employee Well-being: A hard issue. People Dynamics, 22(3), 8-9. 
 246 
 
Imamoglu, E.O. & Beydogan, B. (2011). Impact of self-orientations and work-context-
related-variables on the well-being of Public and Private sector Turkish 
employees. The Journal of Psychology: Interdisciplinary and Applied, 145:4, 
267-296.  
Kaiser, H.F. (1970). A Second-Generation Little Jiffy. Psychometrika. 35 (4), pp.401 – 
415. 
Kerlinger, F.N. & Lee, H.B. (2000). Foundations of Behavioural Research. (Fourth 
Edition), Wadsworth Thomson Learning, USA. 
Kidd, J.M. (2012). Exploring the components of Career Well-being and the Emotions 
associated with Significant Career Experiences.  Journal of Career 
Development. 35(2), 166 – 186. 
Kinnunen, U., Mauno, S., & Siltaloppi, M. (2010). Job insecurity, recovery and well-
being at work: Recovery experiences as moderators. Journal of Economic and 
Industrial Democracy, 31 (2), 179 – 194. 
Konovsky, M.A. & Cropanzano, R. (1991), Perceived fairness of employee drug 
testing as a predictor of employee attitudes and job performance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 76, 698 – 707. 
Larson, M. & Luthans, F. (2006). Potential added value of Psychological Capital in 
predicting work attitudes. Journal of Leadership and Organisational Studies, 13, 
45 – 62. 
Lazarus, R.S. & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal and coping. New York: 
Springer. In Heuven, E., Bakker, A.B., Schaufeli, W.B. and Huisman, N. (2006). 
The role of self-efficacy in performing emotion work. Journal of Vocational 
Behaviour, 69, 222 – 235. 
Lee, P., Gillespie, N., Mann, L. & Wearing, A. (2010). Leadership and Trust: their 
effect on knowledge sharing and team performance. Management Learning, 
Vol. 41, 473 – 481. 
Lewicki, R.J. & Bunker, B.B. (1996). Developing and maintaining trust in work 
relationships. In Kramer, R.M. & Tyler, T.R. (Eds.), Trust in organisations: 
Frontiers of Theory and Research (pp. 114 – 137). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 
 247 
 
Lindorff, M., Worrall, L., & Cooper, C. (2011). Manager’s well-being and perceptions 
of organisational change in the UK and Australia. Asia Pacific Journal of Human 
Resources. 49(2), 233 – 254. 
Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, A. (2010), Beyond adaptation: Resilience for business in 
light of climate change weather extremes. Business and Society, 49(3), 477 – 
511. 
Luthans, F. (2002a). Positive organisational behaviour: Developing and managing 
psychological strengths. Academy of Management Executive, 16, 57 – 75. 
Luthans, F. (2002b). The need for and meaning of positive organisational behaviour. 
Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 23, 695 – 706. 
Luthans, F. (2008). Psychological Capital: What lies beneath. Rotman Magazine, Fall, 
66 – 68. 
Luthans, F. (2010). The development and resulting performance impact of positive 
psychological capital. Human Resources Development Quarterly, Vol. 12, 1 – 
18. 
Luthans, F. (2012). Psychological Capital: Implications for HRD, Retrospective 
Analyses and future directions. Human Resource Development Quarterly. Vol. 
23. Issue 1. 1 – 8. 
Luthans, F., Avey, J. B., Avolio, B. J., Norman, S.M., and Combs, G.M. (2006). 
Psychological capital development: toward a micro-intervention. Journal of 
Organisational Behaviour, 27, 387 – 393. 
Luthans, F., Avey, J.B., Avolio, B.J. and Peterson, S.J. (2010). The Development and 
Resulting Performance Impact of Positive Psychological Capital. Human 
Resource Development Quarterly. Vol. 21, No. 1, 41 – 65. 
Luthans, F., Avolio, B.J., Avey, J.B and Norman, S.M., (2007), Positive Psychological 
Capital: Measurement and Relationship with Performance and Satisfaction, 
Personnel Psychology, 60, 541-572. 
Luthans, F., Avolio, B.J., Walumbwa, F., & Li, W. (2005).  The psychological capital of 
Chinese workers: Exploring the relationship with performance. Management and 
Organization Review, 1, 247 – 269. 
Luthans, F. & Jensen, S.M. (2002). Hope: a new positive strength for human resource 
development. Human Resource Development Review, Vol. 1, 304 – 322. 
 248 
 
Luthans, F., Norman, S.M., Avolio, B.J. and Avey, J.B. (2008). The mediating role of 
psychological capital in the supportive organisational climate – employee 
performance relationship. Journal of Organisational Behaviour. 29, 291 – 238. 
Luthans, F. & Peterson, S.J. (2002) Employee engagement and manager self-
efficacy. Journal of Management Development. 21, 376 - 387. Doi 
10.1108/02621710210426862 
Luthans, F., Van Wyk, R. & Walumbwa, F.O. (2004). Recognition and development of 
hope for South African organisational leaders. Leadership & Organisation 
Development Journal. 25. 512 – 527. 
Luthans, F. & Youssef, C.M., (2007), Emerging Positive Organisational Behaviour, 
Journal of Management, 33, 321 – 349. 
Luthans, F., Youssef, C.M. and Avolio, B.J., (2007), Psychological Capital, 
Developing the Human Competitive Edge, Oxford University Press, 198 
Madison Avenue, New York. NY. 
Lyubomirsky, S., King, L. & Diener, E. (2005). The benefits of frequent positive affect: 
Does happiness lead to success? Psychological Bulletin. 131, 803 – 855. 
Machida, M. & Schaubroeck, J. (2011). The role of self-efficacy beliefs in Leader 
Development. Journal of Leadership & Organisational Studies, XX(X), 1 – 10. 
Macky, K. & Boxall, P. (2008). Employee Well-being and Union Membership. New 
Zealand Journal of Employment Relations. 34(3), 14 – 25.  
Macky, K. & Boxall, P. (2008). High-involvement work processes, work intensification 
and employee well-being: a study of New Zealand worker participation. Asia 
Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 46, 38 – 55. 
Maddi, S. R., Harvey, R.H., Khoshaba, D.M., Fazel, M., & Resurreccion, M. (2009). 
Journal of Humanistic Psychology. 49 (3), 292 – 305. 
Maddux, J.E. (2005). Self-Efficacy. The Power of Believing you can. In C.R. Snyder 
and S. J. Lopez (Ed.) Handbook of Positive Psychology. (pp. 277 – 287). New 
York, New York: Oxford University Press.  
Mallak, L. (1998). Putting Organisational Resilience to work. Industrial Management. 
November-December, 8 – 13. 
 249 
 
Masten, A.S. & Reed, M. (2005). Resilience in Development. In C.R. Snyder and S.J. 
Lopez (Ed) Handbook of Positive Psychology. (pp. 74 – 88). New York, New 
York: Oxford University Press. 
Mayer, R.C., Davis, J.H. & Schoorman, F.D. (1995). An integrative model of 
organisational trust. Academy of Management Review, 20, 709 – 734. 
Mc Gregor, D. (1960). The human side of enterprise. New York: MeGraw-Hill. 
Mendes, F. & Stander, M. W. (2011). Positive Organisation: The role of leader 
behaviour in work engagement and retention. SA Journal of Industrial 
Psychology, 37(1), Art. #900, 13 pages. Doi10.4102/sajip.v37i1.900. 
Migliore, L. & Horton DeClouette, A. (2011). Perceptions of trust in the boardroom: A 
Conceptual Model. The Journal of Leadership and Organisational Studies. 
18(3), 320 – 333. 
Mishra, A.K. & Morrisey, M.A. (1990). Trust in employee/employer relationship: A 
survey of West Michigan managers. Public Personnel Management, 19(4), 443 
– 461. 
Misztal, B.A. (1996). Trust in societies: The search for the basis of social order. 
Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers. 
Munyon, T.P., Hochwarter, W., Perrewe, P.L. & Ferris, G.R. (2009). Optimism and the 
Non-linear Citizenship Behaviour – Job satisfaction Relationship in three 
studies. Journal of Management. 36(6), 1505 – 1528. 
Murphy, S.E. & Ensher, E.A. (1999). The effects of leader and sub-ordinate 
characteristics in the development of leader-member exchange quality. Journal 
of Applied Social Psychology, 29, 1371 – 1394. 
Nguyen, T. D. & Nguyen, T. T. M. (2011). Psychological Capital, Quality of Work Life, 
and Quality of Life of Marketers: Evidence from Vietnam. Journal of Macro-
marketing. 000(00) 1 – 9. 
Nielsen, K. & Daniels, K. (2012). Enhancing team leaders' well-being states and 
challenge experiences during organizational change: A randomized, controlled 
study. The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 23(3), p.383 – 397.  
Norman, S.N., Avey, J.B., Nimnicht, J.L. and Pigeon, N.G. (2010). The interactive 
Effects of Psychological Capital and Organisational Identity on Employee 
 250 
 
Organisational Citizenship and Deviance Behaviours. Journal of Leadership & 
Organisational Studies. 17(4) 380 – 391. 
Nunnaly, J. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Paglis, L.L. & Green, S.G. (2002). Leadership self-efficacy and managers’ motivation 
for leading change. Journal of Organisational Behaviour, 23, 215 – 235. 
Park, N., Peterson, C., and Seligman, M.E.P. (2004). Strength of Character and well-
being. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology. Vol 23, No. 5, pp.603 – 619. 
Parker, G.B. & Hyett, M.P. (2011). Measurement of Well-Being in the Work place – 
The Development of the Work Well-being Questionnaire. The Journal of 
Nervous and Mental Disease, Vol. 199, Number 6, 394 – 397. 
Parker, S.K. (1998). Enhancing role breath self-efficacy: The roles of job enrichment 
and other organisational interventions. Journal of Applied Psychology. 83, 835 – 
852. 
Perrone, V., Zaheer, A. and McEvily, B. (2003). Free to be trusted? Organisational 
Constraints on Trust in Boundary Spanner. Organisational Science. Vol.14, No. 
4, 422 – 439. 
Peterson, C. (2000). The future of optimism. American Psychologist, 55, 44 – 55. 
Peterson, S. & Luthans, F. (2003). The positive impact of development of hopeful 
leaders. Leadership and Organisational Development Journal, 24, 26 – 31. 
Peterson, C.M. & Seligman, M.E.P. (2003). Positive Organisational Studies: Lessons 
from Positive Psychology. In Cameron, K.S., Dutton, J.E. and Quinn, R.E. (Ed) 
Positive Organisational Scholarship. Foundations of a New Discipline. Berrett-
Koehler Publishers, Inc. San Francisco. 
Peterson, S., Luthans, F., Avolio, B.J., Walumbwa, F.O., & Zhang, Z., (2011). 
Psychological Capital and Employee Performance: A latent Growth Modeling 
Approach. Personnel Psychology, 64, 427 – 450. 
Peterson, S.J., Walumbwa, F.O., Byron, K, Myrowitz, J. (2009). CEO positive 
psychological traits, transformational leadership, and firm performance in high 
technological start-up and established firms. Journal of Management, 35, 348-
368. 
Porter, T.H. (2011). Are confidence and self-efficacy  interchangeable: A critical 
literature review. International Journal of Leadership Studies. 6, 448 – 452. 
 251 
 
Reinke, S.L. (2004). Service before self: towards a theory of servant-leadership. 
Global Virtue Ethics Review, 5, 30 – 58. 
Richardson, A., Cook, J. & Hofmeyr, K. (2011). How leaders generate hope in their 
followers. South African Journal of Labour Relations. Vol. 35, No.2, 47 – 66. 
Robinson, S.L. (1996). Trust and breach of the psychological contract. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 41, 574 – 599. 
Roodt, A. (1997). In search of a South African corporate culture. Management Today, 
14 – 16. 
Russel, J.E.A. (2008). Promoting Subjective well-being at work. Journal of Career 
Assessment.  Vol. 16 No. 1, 117–131. 
Ryff, C.D. (1989). Happiness is everything, or is it? Explorations on the meaning of 
psychological well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 
1069 – 1081. 
Ryff, C.D. & Keyes, L.M. (1995). The Structure of Psychological Well-being Revisited. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. Vol. 69, No.4, 719 – 727. 
Scott, B.A., Colquitt, J.A., Paddock, E.L., and Judge, T.A. (2010). A daily investigation 
of the role of manager empathy on employee well-being. Journal of 
Organisational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes. 113, 127 – 140. 
Seligman, M.E.P. (1998). Learned optimism. New York, NY: Pocket Books. In Avey, 
J.B., Reichard, R.J., Luthans, F. and Mhatre, K.H. (2011). Meta-analysis of the 
impact of Positive Psychological Capital on employee attitudes, behaviours and 
performance. Human Resource Development Quarterly, Vol. 22, No. 2. 127 – 
152. 
Seligman, M.E.P. & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2000). Positive Psychology. American 
Psychologist, 55, 5-14. 
Seligman, M.E.P. (2005). Positive Psychology, Positive Prevention, and Positive 
Therapy. In C.R. Snyder and S. J. Lopez (Ed.) Handbook of Positive 
Psychology. (pp. 3-9). New York, New York: Oxford University Press. 
Seligman, M.E.P., Steen, T.A., Park, N., & Peterson, C. (2005). Positive psychology 
progress: Empirical validations of interventions. American Psychologist, 60, 410 
– 421. 
 252 
 
Seligman, M.E.P. (2008). Positive Health, Applied Psychology: An International 
Review, 57, 3 – 18.    
Shaw, R.B. (1997). Trust in the balance: Building successful organisations on results, 
integrity, and concern. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Shier, M.L. & Graham, J.R. (2010). Work related factors that impacts on social work 
practitioners’ well-being: Well-being in the work place. Journal of Social Work. 
11(4), 402 - 421 
Shore, L.M. & Wayne, S.J. (1993). Commitment and employee behaviour: 
Comparison of affective and continuance commitment with perceived 
organisational support. Journal of Applied Psychology. 78, 774 – 780.  
Sieberhagen, C., Pienaar, J. & Els, C. (2011). Management of employee Wellness in 
South Africa: Employer, Service Provider and union perspectives. South African 
Journal of Human Resource Management. 9(1), 1 – 14. 
Sitkin, S.B. & Roth, N.L. (1993). Explaining the limited effectiveness of legalistic 
remedies for trust/mistrust. Organisational Science, 4(3), 367 – 392. 
Snyder, C. R. & Lopez, S. J. (2005). Handbook of Positive Psychology, Oxford 
University Press Inc., Oxford, Chapter 5, 63 – 73. 
Snyder, C.R., Sympson, S.C., Ybasco, F.C., Border, T.F., Babyak, M.A. & Higgins, R. 
L. (1996). Development and validation of the state hope scale. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 321 – 335. 
Stephenson, C. (1991). The concept of hope revisited for nursing. Journal of 
Advanced Nursing, 16, 1456–1461. 
Stimie, G. & Fouche, C. (2004). Emotional Wellness and Management effectiveness 
within the Public Healthcare Sector. SA Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 2 (1), 1 – 8.   
Strumpfer, D. J. W. (1995). The origins of health and strength: From ‘salutogenesis’ to 
‘fortigenesis’. South African Journal of Psychology, 25, 81–89. 
Sutcliff, K.M. & Vogus, T.J. (2003). Organizing for Resilience. In K.S. Cameron, J.E. 
Dutton, and R.E. Quinn (Ed.) Positive Organisational Scholarship. Foundations 
of a New Discipline. ( 94 – 121). Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc., San Francisco. 
Tabachnick, B.G. & Fidell, L.S. (1996). Using Multivariate statistics. (Third Edition). 
HarperCollins College Publishers. New York. NY. USA. 
 253 
 
Tan, H.H. & Tan, C.S. (2000). Toward the differentiation of Trust in Supervisor and 
Trust in Organisation. Genetic, Social and General Psychology Monographs, 
126(2), 241 – 260. 
Ulrich, D. (2008). Use your strengths to strengthen others. Workforce Management, 
87(5), 28 – 29. 
Vaillot, M. C. (1970). Hope: The restoration of being. American Journal of Nursing, 
70, 268–273. 
Van de Looij, P.M. & De Wilde, E.J. (2008). Comparison of Web-based versus Paper-
and-Pencil Self-Administered Questionnaire: Effects on Health Indicators in 
Dutch Adolescents. Health Services Research, 43:5, Part 1, pp. 1708 – 1721. 
Van der Elst, T., Baillien, E., De Cuiper, N, De Witte, H. (2010). The role of 
organizational communication and participation in reducing job insecurity and its 
negative association with work-related well-being. Economic and Industrial 
Democracy Journal, 2, 249 – 264. 
Van Staden, M. (2007). The relationship between servant leadership, emotional 
intelligence, trust in the immediate supervisor and meaning in life: An 
exploratory study. Master’s dissertation. University of Stellenbosch. South 
Africa. 
Wicks, A.C., Berman, S.L., & Jones, T.J. (1999). The structure of optimal trust: moral 
and strategic implications. Academy of Management Review, 24(1), 99 – 116. 
Wilmshurst, L., Peele, M. & Wilmshurst, L. (2011). Resilience and Well-being in 
College Students With and Without a Diagnoses of ADHD. Journal of Attention 
Disorders, 15(1), 11-17.  
Wilson, R. & DeWaele, J. (2010). The use of web questionnaires in second language 
acquisition and bilingualism research. Second Language Research. Vol. 26, 1, 
p. 103 – 123. 
Winston, B.E. & Patterson, K. (2006). An integrative definition of leadership. 
International Journal of Leadership Studies, 1(2), 6 – 66. 
Wong, S. & Fong Boh, W. (2010). Leveraging the ties of others to build a reputation of 
trustworthiness among peers. Academy of Management Journal. 53 (1), 129 – 
148. 
 254 
 
Wood, S., Van Veldhoven, M., Croon, M., & de Menezes, L.M. (2012). Enriched job 
design, high involvement management and organisational performance: The 
mediating roles of job satisfaction and well-being. Human Relations Journal. 
65(4), 419 – 446. 
Wu, W., Lin, C., Hsu, B. & Yeh, R. (2009). Interpersonal trust and knowledge sharing: 
Moderating effects of individual altruism and a social interaction environment. 
Social Behaviour and Personality. 37(1), 83 – 94. 
Yammarino, F.J., Dionne, S.D., Schriesheim, C.A., & Dansereau, F. (2008). Authentic 
leadership and positive organisational behaviour: A meso, multi-level 
perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 19, 693 – 707.    
Youseff, C. M. & Luthans, F.  (2007). Positive Organisational Behaviour in the Work 
place: The Impact of Hope, Optimism and Resilience. The Journal of 
Management. 33. 774 – 800. 
Youssef, C.M. & Luthans, F. (2010). An Integrated Model of Psychological Capital in 
the Work place. In Linley, P.A., Harrington, S. & Garcea (Ed.) Oxford Handbook 
of Positive Psychology and Work. (pp. 277 – 288) New York, NY: Oxford 
University Press. 
Zatz, D. (2000). Create effective e-mail surveys. Human Resources Magazine, 45, 97 
– 98. 
 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------- 
